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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-80 


\  to  represent  more  than  one  county  or  parts  of  different  counties  in  Alaska. 
\Amends  the  Smith-Hughes  vocational  education  law  to  include  Alaska  on  the  same/ 
basis  as  other  States,  and  increase  the  authorization  for  allotments  to  the  / 
States  for  teacher-training  in  agriculture,  trades  and  industries,  and  home/ 
economics  from  $90,000  to  $98,500.  Amends  the  act  of  February  15,  1927,  which 
regulates  the  importation  of  milk  and  cream  into  the  continental  United  States, 
so  as  tto  include  Alaska.  Extends  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  to  Alaska.  Extends  to  Alaska  t ha/provisions 
of  the  acc\of  March  3,  1391  which  regulates  timber  cutting  and  removal  from 
public  landa.  Provides  that  the  phrase  "continental  United  States/"  when  used 
in  Federal  lays  after  enactment  of  this  act,  shall  mean  the  49  Spates  of  the 
North  American ^Continent  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  Authorizes  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  until  July\l,  1964,  to  transfer  to  Alaska,  without  reimbursement,  any 
property  there  owned  by  the  United  States  in  connection  with/ Federal  functions 
which  are  terminated  or  curtailed  and  the  functions  have  been  or  will  be  as¬ 
sumed  by  Alaska.  \  / 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-73  (H.  R.  2256)  VETERANS*  HOUSING  LOANS  «/ RURAL  AREAS  (approved 
June  30,  1959).  Amends  S^c.  1823(a)  of  title  38,  U/S.  Code,  so  as  to  authorize 
additional  sums,  not  to  exceed  $100,000,000,  for  direct  housing  loans  to 
veterans  living  in  rural  arenas,  or  in  small  cities  and  towns  not  near  large 
metropolitan  areas.  Amends  Sec.  1803(c)  of  titde  38,  U,  S.  Code,  so  as  to 
raise  the  interest  rate  ceilingVfrom  4-3/4  percent  to  5-1/4  percent  on  guaran¬ 
teed  or  direct  housing  loans  to  Veterans.  / 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-74  (H.  R.  7749)  INCREASk  IN  PUBLIC  DEBT  LIMIT  (approved  June  30, 
1959) .  Increase  the  permanent  public\d^bt  limit  from  $283  billion  to  $285 
billion,  and  increases  the  temporary  public  debt  limit  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  July  1,  1959,  an  additional  $rQ  billion  (to  $295  billion). 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-75  (H.  R.  7523)  TAX  RATE  EXTENStCN  ACT  OF  1959  (approved  June  30, 
1959).  Extends  for  1  year,  unt/l  July  1,  1960,  the  corporate  normal-tax  rate 
and  certain  excise  tax  rates, /including  the  excise  tax  on  cigarettes. 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-76  (H.  J.  Res^/439)  TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS  (approved  July  1,  1959) 
Provides  temporary  appropriations  to  departments  agencies,  including  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  whose  regular  1960  appropriation  bills  had  not  been 
enacted  by  July  1,  1959*  \ 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-79  (H./R.  7176)  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1960 
(approved  July  8/1959)  •  Includes  appropriations  for  the  Budget  Bureau, 

Council  of  Ecor/mic  Advisers,  National  Security  Council,  President’s  Advisory 
Committee  on  Government  Organization,  Emergency  Fund  of  the  President 
(National  Defense) ,  and  Subversive  Activities  Control  Board.  \ 

Appropriates  $125,000  to  the  President  for  allocation  to  executive  agencies 
for  the  conduct,  under  the  general  direction  of  the  Bureau  of  theNBudget,  of 
examinations  and  appraisals  of,  and  the  development  and  installation  of  im¬ 
provements  in,  the  organization  and  operations  of  the  agencies.  \ 

Includes  general  provisions  for  departments  and  agencies,  during  theyfiscal 
year  1960  as  follows:  Limits  the  amount  which  may  be  paid  for  a  passenger 
vehicle  (exclusive  of  buses  and  ambulances)  to  $1,500,  except  for  stations 
/wagons  the  maximum  of  which  is  $1,950.  Requires  Federal  employees  to  be  U^S. 

/  citizens,  with  certain  exceptions.  Makes  appropriations  available  for  living 
quarters  allowances  for  employees  stationed  in  foreign  countries.  Prohibits  \ 
payments  to  employees  whose  nominations  the  Senate  has  rejected.  Limits  the 
price  which  may  be  paid  for  the  U.  S.  Code  to  $4  per  volume,  and  for  the 
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Lifetime  Federal  Digest  to  $4.25  per  volume.  In  the  case  of  certain  corpora¬ 
tions,  makes  appropriations  available  for  certain  purposes,  such  as  rent  in  / 
D.  C.  Prohibits  corporations  from  constructing  office  buildings  in  certain  / 
cases.  Permits  foreign  credits  to  be  used  only  when  reimbursement  is  made  to 
the  Treasury  Department.  Requires  departments  and  agencies,  in  connection 
wl£h  the  submission  of  all  requests  for  proposed  appropriations  to  the  ^Budget 
Bureau,  to  submit  reports  that  statements  of  obligations  furnished  therewith 
consist  of  valid  obligations  in  accord  with  definitions  in  Sec.  131L(a)  of  the 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1955.  / 


PUBLIC  LAW  86-80  (H.  R.  7175)  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1960  (approved  July  8,  1959)  .  Provides 
annual  appropriations  for  regular  activities  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
(other  than  Forest  Service)  for  fiscal  year  1960  in  the  amount  of 
$1,267,840,760,  plus  $1,268,097,500  under  Title  II  for  Reimbursement  to 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  costs  of  special  activities.  The  Act  also 
authorizes  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  loans  in  the 
amount  of  $421,000,000,  exclusive  of  contingency  authorizations.  Title  II 
of  the  Act  also  authorizes  the  partial  restoration  of  the  June  30,  1958  cap¬ 
ital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  amount  of 
$1,435,424,413;  it  further  provides  for  a  CCC  corporate  administrative  ex¬ 
pense  limitation  of  $42,000,000,  and  provides  that  price  support  to  any  per¬ 
son  on  1960  crops  of  supported  commodities  shall  not  exceed  $50,000  except 
under  certain  specified  conditions.  Title  III  of  the  Act  provides  limita¬ 
tions  on  administrative  expenses  of  not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  for  the  Farm 
Credit  Administration.  Permanent  appropriations  for  1960  are  available  in 
the  estimated  amount  of  $302,166,678.  (At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  table 
of  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1960,  including  all  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  to  date,  compared  with  1958  and  1959.  Fiscal  years  1958  and  1959 
include  authorized  transfers  for  pay  and  postal  increases  costs.) 

Items  of  major  significance  in  the  Act  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
including  amounts  of  increase  or  decrease  over  1959,  are  as  follows: 


AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  $170,651,698  appropriated,  a  net  increase 
of  $2,213,600  above  1959,  Changes  include:  Salaries  and  expenses  -  a  net 
increase  of  $4,807,200  for  research,  of  which  $2,800,000  is  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  laboratory  facilities;  a  net  decrease  of  $3,133,400  for  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control  which  included  a  decrease  of  $3,750,000  in 
the  brucellosis  eradication  program;  and  an  increase  of  $539,800  for  meat 
inspection  activities.  Payments  to  States  -  $31,803,708  appropriated 
(same  as  1959) . 

EXTENSION  SERVICE  (principally  payments  to  States):  $64,123,222  appro¬ 
priated,  a  net  increase  of  $186,900  primarily  for  retirement  costs  for 
extension  agents. 


SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE:  Conservation  operations  -  $82,322,000  appropri¬ 
ated  (net  increase  of  $1,439,200  primarily  to  provide  for  the  staffing  of  new 
soil  conservation  districts  in  1959  and  1960) ;  Watershed  protection  - 
$22,750,000  appropriated  (decrease  of  $2,750,000);  Flood  prevention  - 

$18,000,000  appropriated  (same  as  1959);  Great  Plains  conservation  program  - 
$10,000,000  appropriated  (same  as  1959). 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM:  $241,500,000  appropriated  which,  to¬ 
gether  with  balances  available  under  the  1957  program,  provides  the  full 
$250,000,000  authorized  for  the  1959  program.  Of  the  amount  appropriated,  not 
bo  exceed  $26,832,950  (increase  of  $1,580,950)  is  for  administrative  expenses. 
The  Act  also  authorizes  a  $250,000,000  program  for  the  1960  crop  year.  v 
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AGRI CULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE:  Marketing  research  and  service  - 
$41,417,100  appropriated  (net  increase  of  $3,450,400  primarily  for  mandatory 
poultry  inspection);  Payments  to  States  -  $1,195,000  appropriated  (increase  of 
$35,000);  School  lunch  program  -  $110,000,000  appropriated  (same  as  1959). 

Act  also  provides  that  $43,657,248  (increase  of  $8,657,248)  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  Section  32  funds  for  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  for  dis¬ 
tribution  to  schools. 

SOIL  BANK  PK)GRAM;  Conservation  reserve  program  -  $335,000,000  appropriated 
(increase  of  $135,000,000  primarily  for  annual  rental  and  practice  payments); 
not  to  exceed  $18,600,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses 
(increase  of  $2,313,800),  including  expenses  for  liquidation  of  the  acreage 
reserve  program.  Act  limits  payments  to  producers  to  $375,000,000  in  any 
calendar  year,  and  also  contains  restrictions  governing  payments  to  partici¬ 
pants. 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE:  Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  - 
$39,135,000  appropriated  (net  decrease  of  $2,580,000  primarily  due  to  termina¬ 
tion  of  corn  acreage  allotments  ) ;  Sugar  Act  program  -  $71,500,000  appropriated 
(net  decrease  of  $4,500,000  in  payments  to  producers). 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION:  $6,376,700  appropriated  (same  as  1959). 
Act  also  provides  that  not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  (increase  of  $33,000)  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations  -  $215,000,000 
consisting  of  $136,000,000  for  electrification  loans  (decrease  of 
$181,000,000),  and  $79,000,000  for  telephone  loans  (increase  of  $11,500,000). 

In  addition,  a  $25,000,000  contingency  fund  was  authorized  for  each  program. 
Salaries  and  expenses  -  $9,632,000  appropriated  (increase  of  $30,700). 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations  -  $206,000,000  con¬ 
sisting  of  $24,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans  (same  as  1959) ,  $180,000,000 
for  farm  operating  loans  (same  as  1959)  and  $2,000,000  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  loans  (decrease  of  $3,500,000).  In  addition,  a  $20,000,000 
contingency  fund  was  authorized,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  may  be 
used  for  farm  ownership  loans  and  the  balance  for  farm  operating  loans. 

Salaries  and  expenses, -  $30,744,750  appropriatdd  (decrease  of  $444,750). 


PUBLIC  LAW  86-84  -  (if.  R.  7343)  DEPARTMENTS  OF  STATE  AND  JUSTICE,  THE  JUDICIARY, 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1960  (approved  July\}3,  1959) .  In¬ 
cludes  funds  foy  contributions  to  international  organization^,  (including  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Organization,  Inter- American  Institute  of\Agricultural 
Sciences,  International  Sugar  Council,  and  International  Wheat  Council),  in¬ 
ternational/  educational  exchange  activities,  international  cultural  exchange 
and  trade/fair  participation  activities,  and  the  U.  S.  Informat ion\Agency. 

PUBLIC  bA W  86-88  (H.  R.  7349)  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1960  (approved  July  13,  1959).  Includes  funds  for  the 
Census  Bureau,  Bureau  of  Foreign  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  (including 
fgrest  highways) .  National  Bureau  of  Standards,  Weather  Bureau,  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway  Development  Corporation,  Small  Business  Administration  and  Tariff  Corny 
/  mission.  \ 

PUBLIC  LAW  86-89  (H.  R.  7086)  EXTENSION  OF  RENEGOTIATION  ACT  (approved  July  13, 
1959).  Amends  the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951  so  as  to  extend  the  authority  for 
the  renegotiation  of  certain  Government  contracts  for  3  years,  to  June  30,  1962. 
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PUBLIC  LAW  86-92  (H.  R.  2497)  ADDITION  OF  LANDS  TO  BOISE  AND  PAYETTE  NATIONAL 
FORESTS  (approved  July  17,  1959) .  Extends  the  boundaries  of  the  Boise  and  , 
Payette  National  Forests  in  Idaho  to  include  lands  owned  or  hereafter  acquired 
t>y  the  United  States  in  connection  with  the  Cascade  Reservoir  reclamation 
prdject.  Such  lands  as  are  within  the  present  boundaries  of  the  Boise/National 
Fore\t  are  made  a  part  of  that  national  forest.  Provides  that  the  lands  added 
to  th<k  forests  are  to  be  administered  as  are  other  lands  to  which  tjjfe  Weeks 
Act  and\its  amendments  are  applicable. 


PUBLIC  LAW  86^-104  (H.  R.  5676)  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO PRI ATIOnZaCT,  1960 
(approved  Ju^y  23,  1959) •  Includes  funds  for  a  school  lunch  program  for 
needy  childre 


_ _ in  elementary  schools,  for  a  milk  program  for^ school  children, 

and  for  the  distribution  of  surplus  commodities  and  relief/milk  to  public  and 
charitable  insti\itions  in  the  District. 


PUBLIC  LAW  86-107  (S.\726)  AMENDMENTS  TO  CLAYTON  ACT  (approved  July  23,  1959). 
Amends  the  Clayton  Act  so  as  to  facilitate  the  prohibitions  in  the  Act  (by 
the  Interstate  Commercev Commission,  Federal  Communications  Commission,  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board,  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and  Federal  Trade  Commission) 
against  price  discrimination,  tying  arrangement^,  mergers  and  interlocking 
directorates.  Permits  a  ctmsmission  or  board, /after  notice  and  opportunity 
for  hearing,  to  alter  or  modrfy  its  report  or  order  when  changed  conditions 
of  fact  or  of  law,  or  the  public  interest,^cquire  such  action.  Requires 
that  the  findings  of  a  commission  or  board  be  supported  by  substantial  evi¬ 
dence.  Provides  that  any  person  who  vicflates  an  order  of  a  commission  or 
board  to  cease  and  desist  after  itNjecOTies  final  may  be  held  liable  to  a  civil 
penalty  of  $5,000  for  each  viol at ioiy^ with  each  day  of  a  continuing  violation 
being  deemed  a  separate  offense. 


PUBLIC  LAW  86-108  (H.  R.  7500)  MUTUAL  SECUtfTTY  ACT  OF  1959'.  (approved  July  24, 
1959),  Requires  that  at  leasy//$175 ,000,000^  of  mutual  security  funds  be  used 
to  finance  the  sale  for  foreign  currencies  ofc  the  grant  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  Provided  that  surplus  commodities  or  products  thereof 
made  available  for  transfer  under  this  Act  (or  )^ny  other  Act)  as  a  grant  or 
as  a  sale  for  foreign  currencies  may  also  be  mad<k  available  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  for/aomestic  relief  in  the  U.  SV  Authorizes  $2,300,000 
for  ocean  freight  to  move  supplies  donated  to  and  by.  American  voluntary 
agencies.  Includes/' research"  as  an  activity  for  whiVji  foreign  currencies 

Authorizes 


may  be  used  overseas  under  Sec.  104(k)  of  Public  Law  4 £ 


$211,000,000  for/technical  cooperation  programs. 


PUBLIC  LAW  86- 1; 


(S.  1877)  DESIGNATION  OF  UNDER  SECRETARY  0FN 
Establishes  an  office  in  the  Department  of 


July  30,  1959). 

be  designated  by  the  President  either  as  Under  Secretary  of  St 
Political  Affairs  or  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Economic  Affa 


TATE  (approved 
ate  which  shall 
e  for 

s. 


PUBLIC 


86-118  (H.  J.  Res.  475)  EXTENSION  OF  TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 

Extends  until  August  31,  1959,  the  provisions 


196Q / (approved  July  31,  1959) . 

iblic  Law  86-76  providing  for  temporary  appropriations  for  fiscal 
pending  the  enactment  of  regular  annual  appropriation  acts. 


(ear 


Public  LAW  86-119  (S.  J.  Res.  124)  EXTENSION  OF  VOLUNTARY  HOME  MORTGAGE  CRED] 
PROGRAM  (approved  July  31,  1959).  Amends  Sec.  610(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1954  so  as  to  extend  until  September  30,  1959,  the  voluntary  home  mortgage 
credit  program  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  in  providng  assistance 
tq  home  buyers  in  obtaining  residential  mortgage  loans  in  small  communities 
and  rural  areas. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  iigrfccultural  appropriation  bill  Fri.,  Ilay  15. 
Senate  committee  ordered  reported  wheat  and\tobacco  price  support  bills,  and  was 
granted  permission  until  Mon,,  May  Xo,  to  report  the  bills. 


? 


1. 


HOUSE 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
this  bill  during  recess. 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee's  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
material  at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  are  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 
with  the  1960  estimates  and  with  anticipated  funds  available  in  1959,  ^Excerpts 
<fafom;fch^CKKnm‘iitee  reptur-fc  saiLt  be  quoted  in  tomorrow's  Digest.) 

EAT.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "Met  in  exe) 
tive  consideration  of  a  clean  bill  H.  R.  7118,  which  incorporates  the  provisi\ms 
of  H.  R.  6737,  with  respect  to  price  supports  for  wheat  and  for  other  purposes. 
Action  was  deferred  on  this  bill  until  Tuesday,  May  19,  when  the  committee  will 
again  meet  in  executive  session."  p.  D361 


SENATE 


3.  WEAT;  TOBACCO.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry' 

Committee  "ordered  favorably  reported  an  original  bill  providing  for  1960-^1 
crqps  of  wheat.  Price  supports  will  be  at  65  percent  of  parity  to  thosypro- 
ducers  planting  80  to  100  percent  of  their  acreage  allotments,  and  80  percent 
of  parity  to  those  planting  80  percent  or  less  of  their  acreage  allotments.  The 
committee  also  approved  S.  1901,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  so  as^to  stabil¬ 
ize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco"  (p.  D359) .  At  t)Ae  request  of 
Sen.  Elleitaer  the  committee  was  granted  permission  until  6  p.  m. Aon. ,  May  18, 
to  report  the  two  bills  (p.  7394).  / 

4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  &en.  Morse  urged  the  purchase  of  poultry  and  eggs  for  the  school 

lunch  program  and  enactment  of  a  food- stamp  plan  for  distribution  of  surplus 
foods,  and  inserted  two  articles,  "Uncle  Sam  Has  Recovered  84  Cents  on  Each 
Dollar  Spent  on  Farta  Supports"  and  "Falling  Farm  Priceystabilize  Cost  of  T’’~ 
ing."  p.  7411  \  / 


5. ;  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Carlson  ^inserted  an  address  by  Rocpo  C.  Siciliano,  Special 

Assistant  to  the  President  for  Personnel  Management,  "The  Challenge  of  Executi 
Leadership  in  Government ,"\iis cuss ing  the  difficulty  of  recruiting  the  more 
competent  persons  for  Federa\  service,  and  string  that  "There  is  strong  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  Federal  Government  does  not  compete  on  equal  terms  with  private 
industry  in  attracting  and  retaming  a  fair/share  of  the  ablest  leaders  that 
this  Nation  produces."  pp.  7418-^0  / 

6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Mansfield  discussedtme  foreign  aid  program,  stated  that  "The 

uneasiness  with  the  foreign  aid  progrin^  which  is  evident  in  Congress"  is  the 
result  of  "uneasiness  over  the  administrative  decadence  with  which  foreign  aid 
is  now  surrounded"  and  that  he  is  /persuaded  that  time  is  running  out  on  foreign 
aid,"  and  inserted  several  items von  foreign,  aid  given  to  different  countries, 
pp.  7389-94  /  \ 

Sen.  Neuberger  commended  Se£n.  Mansfield's  statement,  and  stated  that  "foreign 
aid  must  be  improved."  pp.  >7420-1  \ 

/  \ 

7.  BUDGET.  Sen.  McNamara  inserted  his  newsletter  to  constituents,  "Why  We  have  A 

Deficit,"  and  an  editorial  discussing  "the  inconsistency  of  the  President  in  his 
approach  to  the  Natiorr  s  fiscal  affairs."  p.  7387  \ 

8.  PROPERTY;  FORESTRY. /Received  a  Sherman  County,  Nebr. ,  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

resolution  favor^g  enactment  of  S.  910,  to  authorize  the  payment  to  local 
governments  of  sums  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  special  assessments\with  respect  to  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  real  property,  p.  7382  \ 

9.  ADJOURNED  un/il  Tues.,  May  19.  p.  7421  \ 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


10.  TAXATION.  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  excerpts  from  his  address  discussing  the\ffects 
of  Jt axes  on  the  economy  and  stressing  the  need  for  a  long-range  tax  policy. 

W.  A4095-6  \ 

IlyWATER  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  a  local  resolution  commending  Sen.  \ 

/  Johnson,  Rep.  Poage  and  himself  for  their  efforts  in  the  Congress  for  legislation 
/  to  carry  water  pollution  control  programs,  p.  A4097  \ 


CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  editorial  urging  extended  conservation 
ot  natural  resources,  p.  A4097  ' 

a„t-HXtenSi°nTi0f  rernarks  of  Sea-  Murray  inserting  an  article,  ’’Economy  and 
\  President  Eisenhower's  Economy  Drive  to  Balance  the  Budget  M 

A405l9  eCtS  °n  Many  °f  ThiS  Kation's  Important  Wildlife  Projects." 


our 

Have 


pension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  an  article,  "The  Thi 


'R*  8 


•  f 


and  statinS  that  it  contains  some  thought-provoking ideas  on 
Mr  sound  principles  of  conservation  in  our  youth,  pp.  A4^03-4 


WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Murray  commended  and  inserted  an  article 
tests  Ban  onlkw  Water  Development."  p.  A4099 


"Metcalf  Pro- 


Lib^rv  Sarii  vf  r  °n  °£  remarks  of  Sen-  Neuberger  /4ting  that  the 

o[  “  V  as  SCimulated  a  significant  and  h^eficial  expansion 

articled.  S  rural  areas  o£  tha  Unitad  Stalls."  and  inserting  an 

article  on  this  subjd^t.  pp.  A4101-2  ' 


^low^intere^0^* t-  Extens^J  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Yar/rough  stating  that  "loans  at 

ing  «  thY^stona"  rura/electric  systems  and  insert- 

ng  an  article  Illusion  of\Private  Financing.'/ pp.  A4102-3 


CORN  TASSEL.  Rep.  Judd  inserted  an  editoriaVdiscussing  the  competition  for  the 
naming  of  the  national  flower.  \.  A4104  '  6  pecicion  ror  the 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


*  S*  \962>b?  Sen*  innings, ^oviding  for  the  making  of  payments  to 

the  States  and  their  political  sub/iSons  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  special 
assessments  with  respect  to  cert/ real  property  owned  by  the  United  States 
or  its  agencies;  to  Government  O/fer  at  ions  Committee. 


18.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  S.  1967,  by 
of  1938,  as  amended;  to  Lab< 
pp.  7385-6 


Prouty,  to  ^end  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
and  Public  We lfarX^ Commit tee.  Remarks  of  author. 


D 


-o- 


jpropriations 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS : 

May  Interior  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill,  S. 

(Forest  Service  ter  testify)  . 

'and  prosram  £or  1960  and  1961  •  >•  <“ 

May  fi*tectlon  against  entry  and  dissemination  of  live\ck  and  poultry 

Jun.  t.  T  •<: /' Agracult“ra  (Clarkson.  Popham,  and  Mulhern.  ARS,  tAestify). 

J  "x  ’  Salj’  and  Preservaclon  °f  acreage  allotments.  H.  Agriculture 

(witness yftot  yet  designated).  6  v 
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86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  /Session  j  (  No.  365 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 


May  15,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7175] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1960 
Budget  on  pages  148-151  and  317-396. 

This  bill  provides  funds  for  the  general  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  including  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  various 
activities  such  as  research,  extension,  soil  and  water  conservation, 
loans,  soil  bank,  and  administrative  services. 

Budget  requests  before  the  Committee  proposed  appropriations  of 
$1,277,842,950  for  regular  activities,  $1,535,424,413  for  restoration  of 
capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  $1,268,- 
097,500  for  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
special  activities.  The  Committee  has  cut  the  total  of  these  requests 
by  $142,199,365. 

Benefits  to  General  Public 

Included  in  the  budget  submission  to  the  Committee  were  requests 
for  large  sums  for  activities  of  the  Government  which  are  only  slightly 
related  to  the  farmer.  Unfortunately,  many  leaders,  speakers,  and 
members  of  the  press,  frequently  lump  all  funds  of  the  Department 
together  when  discussing  the  price  support  program.  They  overlook 
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the  fact  that  the  funds  for  the  Department  include  amounts  for  many 
other  activities  which  are  not  directly  related  to  that  program.  Even 
payments  under  the  Sugar  Act,  where  costs  are  more  than  covered  by 
collections  from  processing  taxes,  and  loan  authorizations,  where  the 
amounts  are  repaid  with  interest,  have  frequently  been  claimed  as 
part  of  the  annual  expense  to  the  Government  for  price  supports. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Subcommittee,  at  most  only  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  should  be  considered  as  the  direct  cost  of  price  supports 
for  the  farmer.  For  fiscal  year  1960,  the  bill  carries  $1,435,424,413 
for  this  purpose.  This  would  be  much  less  if  a  proper  sales  program 
had  been  in  effect.  Of  this  amount,  over  50  percent  is  paid  to  non¬ 
farm  individuals  for  the  cost  of  storage,  handling,  interest,  transpor¬ 
tation,  and  administration. 

While  there  are  mixed  benefits  from  most  of  the  operations  of  the 
Department,  many  of  them  are  of  more  benefit  to  the  general  public 
than  to  the  farmer.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Subcommittee,  the  following 
activities  of  the  Department  are  of  primary  benefit  to  the  general 
public  and  should  not  be  charged  exclusively  to  the  farmer:  (1)  Im¬ 
provement  and  protection  of  public  health,  including  home  economics 
research,  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control,  meat  and  poultry 
inspection,  school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs,  and  donations  to 
schools,  institutions  and  needy  people;  (2)  International  relations  and 
National  defense,  including  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  donations  to 
Veterans  Administration  and  Defense  Department,  donations  to  needy 
people  abroad,  International  Wheat  Agreement,  emergency  famine 
relief,  sales  for  foreign  currencies  (Public  Law  480),  and  bartered 
materials  for  stockpile;  (3)  Regulation  and  improvement  of  marketing, 
including  all  marketing  research  and  regulatory  activities,  market 
inspection,  grading,  classing  and  standards,  agricultural  estimates, 
market  news  services,  freight  rate  services,  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Authority  and  the  Farmers  Cooperative  Service;  and  (4)  Conserva¬ 
tion  of  natural  resources,  including  the  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
watershed  protection,  flood  prevention,  Great  Plains  program,  and 
Agricultural  Conservation  program. 

The  amount  included  in  the  bill  for  these  four  major  categories  of 
expense,  which  benefit  every  person  in  the  Nation,  is  over  $2.2  billion. 
This  is  approximately  56  percent  of  the  total  amount  of  appropriations 
carried  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  jrear  1960. 

THE  CURRENT  SITUATION  IN  AGRICULTURE 

Even  with  the  figures  placed  in  proper  perspective,  the  situation  in 
agriculture  does  not  present  a  good  picture. 

The  year  1958  was  another  year  of  general  overproduction,  beyond 
that  necessary  for  domestic  and  foreign  markets.  Such  overproduc¬ 
tion  is  expensive  to  the  Government,  to  the  farmer,  and  to  all 
concerned. 

There  was  a  slight  improvement  in  the  general  farm  income  in  1958. 
However,  this  resulted  largely  from  improved  livestock  prices  as  a 
result  of  restocking  Western  ranges  and  from  direct  payments  to 
farmers  of  over  $1  billion  from  the  Treasury  for  Soil  Bank  and  other 
Federal  programs.  It  also  included  some  income  for  December,  1958, 
which  normally  would  have  been  carried  into  1959. 
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Despite  this,  the  general  situation  seems  to  be  deteriorating,  as  the 
prices  of  farm  commodities  continue  to  go  down  and  the  costs  of  farm 
production  continue  to  increase,  and  acreage  is  rented  and  CCC  hold¬ 
ings  continue  to  increase.  Further,  the  take  of  those  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer  continues  to  increase  as  fast  as  farm  prices 
go  down — and  the  consumer  pays  more  and  more. 

The  year  1958  resulted  in  one  of  the  greatest  production  records  in 
history.  In  fact,  one  of  the  major  reasons  for  the  slight  farm  income 
increase  in  1958  was  the  sale  of  these  extra  units  which  were  produced 
by  farmers  in  their  effort  to  offset  price  reductions. 

Notwithstanding  the  much  lower  price-support  levels  in  effect  in 
1958,  and  notwithstanding  the  payment  of  over  $800  million  to  take 
acreage  out  of  production,  crop  production  in  1958  was  the  highest 
on  record.  And,  the  record  shows  that  CCC  investment  and  holdings 
continue  to  grow.  It  is  estimated  that  under  present  policies  they 
will  exceed  $9  billion  by  June  30,  1959  and  may  reach  $10.5  billion 
\y  June  30,  1960. 

*  While  it  is  doubtless  true  that  favorable  weather  was  a  factor,  this 
production  record  follows  a  continuing  trend  in  spite  of  price-support 
reductions  and  efforts  to  control  production  by  restricting  and  rent¬ 
ing  of  acreage.  In  fact,  the  Subcommittee  believes  that  1958  shows 
that  acreage  reductions  no  longer  work,  either  by  restrictions  or  by 
renting  acreage  under  the  Soil  Bank.  It  calls  attention  to  a  com¬ 
parison  of  price-support  levels  and  CCC  holdings  during  the  period 
1952-1958.  A  brief  summary  of  these  factors  for  a  few  of  the  major 
crops  is  as  follows: 


Reduction  in  price 
support 

Increase 
in  CCC 
holdings 

From  90  to  75  percent... 
From  90  to  77  percent... 
From  90  to  81  percent... 
From  90  to  75  percent... 
From  80  to  70  percent... 
From  80  to  70  percent... 
From  80  to  65  percent... 
From  80  to  70  percent... 

From  80  to  70  percent _ 

From  90  to  70  percent... 

Millions 
+1. 957. 4 
+1, 804. 2 
+496.6 
+41.8 
+96.9 
+25.8 
+9.5 
+8.4 
+404.0 
+90.5 

i  Held  off  world  markets  at  competitive  prices  in  violation  of  law. 


This,  together  with  other  commodities  not  listed,  represents  an 
average  reduction  in  price  support  levels  of  about  20  percent. 

Since  1956,  the  Soil  Bank  has  cost  the  Federal  Government  nearly 
$2%  billion.  As  pointed  out  previously,  it  has  had  little,  if  any,  effect 
toward  reducing  production.  The  acreage  reserve,  costing  $1.7 
billions,  was  junked  this  year  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary 
and  the  President. 

The  conservation  reserve  section  of  the  Soil  Bank  reaches  relatively 
few  farmers — only  125,000  in  1957-58 — and  has  committed  the 
Federal  Government  to  some  $700  million  to  date;  and  we  are  obli¬ 
gated  to  honor  some  contracts  for  10  to  15  years  longer.  This  pro¬ 
gram  has  had  no  real  effect  on  production.  In  addition,  the  hearings 
disclose  many  examples  of  lax  handling  and  wasteful  practices. 
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The  Subcommittee  recognizes  that  it  is  not  only  to  the  interest  of 
the  farmers,  the  Treasury,  and  the  Nation,  that  farm  production  be 
brought  in  line  with  that  needed  for  domestic  and  foreign  markets, 
but  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary.  A  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  are  convinced,  however,  that  each  succeeding  year 
proves  that  merely  reducing  support  prices  or  renting  acreage  will  not 
bring  about  the  necessary  reduced  production.  The  record  proves 
that  this  approach  will  not  bring  about  the  needed  result. 


LATEST  REVISION  OF  PARITY  INDEX 

On  January  30,  1959,  the  Department  reduced  farm  price  supports 
■an  additional  $180  to  $200  million  by  lowering  the  parity  index 
another  3  percent.  This  was  another  step  which  will  do  little  except 
reduce  farm  income. 

The  records  of  the  Department  indicate  that  this  very  drastic  re¬ 
vision  was  based  on  only  fragmentary  information  obtained  through ( 
sample  survey  of  about  12,000  farms  in  some  300  counties.  This  rep¬ 
resents  about  one-fourth  of  1  percent  of  the  farm  families  in  a  little 
over  10  percent  of  the  counties  in  the  United  States. 


FUTURE  PROSPECTS  FOR  AGRICULTURE 

As  we  look  to  calendar  year  1959,  the  picture  is  little  brighter 
Price  supports  for  corn  have  been  set  at  an  average  of  $1.12  per  bushel 
with  no  effort  at  production  controls.  While  it  was  originally  esti¬ 
mated  that  72  million  acres  of  corn  will  be  harvested  this  year,  reports 
are  that  this  may  increase  to  90  million  acres. 

The  total  supply  of  wheat  and  feed  grains  is  the  highest  on  record. 
Another  year  of  high  production  of  these  commodities  is  in  prospect. 
Unless  the  present  unsound  position  of  the  Department  on  these  crops 
can  be  corrected,  production  will  continue  to  increase,  CCC  holdings 
will  continue  to  expand,  and  the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  will  continue 
to  become  greater. 


RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT 


a 


Believing  the  situation  sufficiently  serious  to  call  for  the  help 
all,  the  Committee  requested  the  Secretary  and  the  Department  to 
submit  to  the  Committee  all  the  changes  in  existing  law  which  he 
and  the  Department  believe  are  needed.  The  Secretary  acceded  to 
our  request.  This  presentation  may  be  found  at  pages  3019  to  3062, 
Volume  4,  of  the  hearings.  A  majority  of  the  Subcommittee  differs 
with  the  views  and  recommendations.  However,  we  do  appreciate 
his  cooperation.  Until  this  time  it  has  not  been  completely  clear  as 
to  just  what  specific  changes  in  law  the  Secretary  and  the  Department 
endorsed.  We  asked  that  the  recommendations  be  in  bill  form  so 
that  there  could  be  no  misunderstanding  as  to  the  exact  intent. 

Specifically,  the  Secretary  recommends  that  he  be  given  discretion 
by  legislation  to  set  price  supports  for  wheat,  peanuts  and  tobacco  as 
low  as  75  percent  of  the  average  price  received  for  the  preceding 
three  years.  Also,  he  would  provide  for  relaxing  all  controls  within 
a  few  years. 
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The  record  for  the  past  six  years,  and  particularly  for  1958,  where, 
with  an  average  20  percent  reduction  in  price  supports,  we  find  a 
greatly  increased  production,  certainly  should  indicate  where  such  a 
course  leads.  We  do  appreciate  the  cooperation  of  the  Secretary  in 
making  the  submissions.  We  do  retain  our  differences,  for  we  believe 
acreage  controls  are  no  longer  effective.  However,  it  is  our  belief 
that  to  remove  all  controls  as  has  been  done  this  year  with  corn,  which 
has  led  to  an  estimated  increase  in  planted  acres  from  72  million  to 
90  million  acres,  will  only  further  aggravate  the  situation. 

Also  recommended  was  authority  to  reduce  price  supports  on  wheat 
to  $1.60  per  bushel.  In  the  Secretary’s  words  “such  level  should  lead 
to  using  200  to  300  million  bushels  of  wheat  annually  for  feed — ”. 
Apparently,  the  Secretary  sincerely  believes  this  would  not  displace 
present  use  of  corn  or  other  feeds  but  would  be  absorbed  in  more 
feeding  to  livestock.  This  certainly  seems  highly  doubtful. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Department  says  this  much  wheat  would 
deed  11.3  million  cows  for  a  year  or  16.8  million  hogs  per  year.  (Page 
^340,  Volume  4,  of  the  hearings.) 

What  that  would  do  to  livestock  farmers,  we  believe  is  apparent. 

The  Secretary  further  recommends  continuing  and  increasing  the 
size  and  scope  of  the  Soil  Bank.  As  the  Committee  has  pointed  out, 
the  acreage  reserve,  where  highly  productive  acreage  was  rented,  has 
been  abolished  because  the  President,  the  Secretary,  the  Department, 
and  tire  Congress,  after  spending  $1.7  billion,  have  all  agreed  it  was 
no  answer. 

In  view  of  that  experience,  it  is  hard  to  understand  how  anyone 
could  believe  that  renting  second  rate  land  under  the  conservation 
reserve  could  make  any  real  dent  in  production.  Actually  if  the  law 
authorized  the  rental  of  all  the  275  million  acres  of  the  2.6  million 
small  farms,  which  represent  56  percent  of  the  total  farms  of  the 
nation,  to  be  put  in  the  Soil  Bank,  this  would  retire  only  9.1  percent 
of  total  commercial  production.  And  that  would  be  contingent  upon 
the  larger  producers  not  increasing  their  production.  If  such  lands 
were  rented  at  $10  per  acre,  this  would  cost  $2.75  billion  annually. 

If  on  the  other  hand  whole  farms  were  not  rented,  but  only  part  of 
each  farm  were  retired,  under  present  conditions  the  individual  fai'mer 
>could  take  his  rent  money,  buy  more  fertilizer  and  better  seed  and 
increase  his  total  production. 

Also  recommended  was  an  increase  in  the  Public  Law  480  program — 
sales  for  foreign  currencies.  At  best  this  is  only  an  adjunct  to  our 
foreign  aid  program  and  does  little  to  regain  markets,  increase  use,  or 
solve  our  basic  problem  in  Agriculture.  Reports  from  the  Department 
show  the  Department  doesn’t  even  know  the  price  at  which  these 
commodities  are  resold  in  the  respective  foreign  countries. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

For  the  farm  program  to  have  ever  worked,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  which  handles  the  price  support  program,  would  have 
had  to  use  its  authority  to  sell  its  commodities  in  world  markets  at 
competitive  prices.  The  Secretary  agrees  this  authority  has  always 
existed.  (Page  12,  Part  1,  of  the  hearings.)  This  is  necessary  to 
keep  U.S.  commodities  available  to  our  customers,  to  prevent  ex¬ 
panded  production  in  foreign  lands  and  to  protect  the  Treasury. 
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COMPETITIVE  SALES  AUTHORIZED 

The  law  provides  and  always  has  provided  for  such  sales.  The 
law  contemplates  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  obtain 
its  money  to  finance  its  operations  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  from 
such  sales.  For  years,  however,  the  Department  and  the  Corporation 
failed  to  follow  that  course.  In  addition  to  the  damage  done  U.S. 
producers  by  holding  this  umbrella  over  foreign  production,  the  ill 
effect  on  the  Corporation  and  the  Treasury  has  been  tremendous. 

In  January,  1953,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  a  $6.75 
billion  Corporation  holding  $2.5  billion  worth  of  commodities  and 
loans.  During  1953,  1954,  and  much  of  1955,  the  Corporation  and 
the  Department  refused  to  sell  competitively  and  thereby  finance 
itself  by  such  sale  of  commodities.  On  January  1,  1956,  the  Corpo¬ 
ration’s  holdings  had  increased  from  $2.5  billion  to  $8.7  billion. 

Since  the  Corporation  did  not  have  the  proceeds  from  these  sales 
on  which  to  operate,  the  Department  requested  authority  to  increase** 
borrowings  from  the  Treasury.  Congress  approved,  and  by  January^ 
1956,  the  Corporation’s  capital  authorization  bad  grown  from  $6.75 
billion  to  $12  billion. 

During  this  period,  the  Committee  frequently  pointed  out  the 
failure  of  the  Department  to  sell  commodities  on  a  competitive  basis 
throughout  the  world.  It  pointed  out  that  this  huge  corporation, 
under  the  control  of  the  Department,  was  busy  taking  in  commodities, 
but  had  no  sales  organization  or  sales  manager.  This  Committee 
directed  that  the  Corporation  set  up  a  sales  organization  with  a  sales 
manager.  The  position  has  been  filled  by  a  very  able  person.  How¬ 
ever,  a  check  of  the  minutes  of  the  CCC  Board  of  Directors  clearly 
demonstrates  that  the  sales  manager  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  has  little  if  any  influence  in  policy  determinations.  On  occasion 
he  has  been  virtually  a  salesman,  but  without  authority  to  sell.  The 
worst  example  of  this  is  cotton  this  year  when  the  sales  manager  was 
directed  not  to  sell  competitively. 

The  Committee  would  point  out  again  that  this  failure  to  sell 
competitively  in  world  markets  not  only  has  invited  expansion  in 
foreign  production,  it  also  has  increased  storage  and  handling  costs 
to  the  Corporation  and  thereby  to  the  Government.  Further,  where/-" 
proceeds  of  sale  of  these  commodities  would  have  been  available  to\^ 
operate  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  failure  to  sell  has 
increased  the  cost  of  the  Department.  The  Congress  has  had  to 
increase  the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  Thus  the  Department’s  policies  have  resulted  in  a  larger 
corporation  at  much  greater  cost  to  the  Government. 

It  is  now  readily  agreed  that  the  authority  to  sell  competitively 
in  world  markets  has  always  existed.  Insofar  as  other  commodities 
are  concerned  there  is  no  law  requiring  competitive  sales;  but  the 
obligation  of  the  officials  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
the  American  people,  and  their  obligations  as  officials  of  that  Corpo¬ 
ration,  would  require  that  commodities  on  hand  be  sold  in  world 
markets  competitively. 

COMPETITIVE  SALES  DIRECTED  BY  LAW 

Failure  to  sell  led  to  such  huge  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
holdings,  increased  the  cost  of  government  to  such  degree  and  held  an 
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umbrella  over  foreign  producers  (who  to  a  great  degree  were  American, 
financially)  that  in  1956  Congress  passed  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956, 
directly  requiring  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  CCC  to  sell 
cotton  in  world  markets  at  such  price  as  may  be  necessary  to  reestab¬ 
lish  and  maintain  the  United  States’  fair  share  of  world  markets.  The 
Secretary  and  officials  of  the  Department  agree  that  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  year  the  Department  has  not  offered  cotton  competitively  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.  The  Comptroller  General,  in  an  opinion  which 
is  to  be  found  on  page  2365,  Part  4  of  the  hearings,  states  that  this 
failure  was  in  violation  of  the  law.  The  Comptroller  General  states: 

This  action,  in  our  opinion,  does  not  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1853). 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  failure  to  sell,  as  authorized  by  law  for 
other  commodities  and  as  directed  by  law  and  in  violation  of  law, 
insofar  as  cotton  is  concerned,  has  contributed  substantially  to  the 
increased  size  and  present  investment  of  the  CCC.  Had  the  Depart¬ 
ment  offered  cotton  competitively  this  year  and  sold  cotton  up  to  the 
point  of  our  normal  share  of  world  markets,  enormous  benefits  would 
have  accrued  to  the  American  cotton  producer  in  removing  the  incen¬ 
tive  for  foreign  expansion.  In  addition,  the  CCC  would  have  had 
more  than  one  hundred  million  dollars  of  sales  receipts  to  use  for  its 
general  operation.  These  millions  of  dollars  on  hand  would  have 
reduced  by  that  amount  the  necessary  borrowing  of  the  Corporation, 
which  is  the  other  means  for  the  Corporation  to  meet  its  obligations. 

The  Committee  is  advised  that  a  meeting  of  the  International 
Cotton  Advisory  Committee  is  to  be  held  here  May  14-22.  We 
strongly  urge  that  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  which  directs  “com¬ 
petitive  sales  to  the  point  of  restoring  and  maintaining  the  U.S.  fair 
share  of  world  markets”  be  clearly  pointed  out  at  such  meeting.  We 
believe  this  necessary  to  prevent  future  misunderstandings. 

PROCEEDS  SHOULD  BE  USED  TO  FINANCE  CCC  OPERATIONS 

The  Committee,  in  its  efforts  to  have  this  Corporation  meet  its 
financial  needs  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  from  sale  of  com¬ 
modities,  and  in  its  efforts  to  reduce  the  need  of  the  Corporation  to 
ask  the  Congress  for  appropriations  or  increased  borrowing  authority, 
has  reduced  the  requested  funds  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment 
of  the  Corporation  by  $100  million.  This  amount  can  be  obtained  by 
a  return  to  competitive  sales,  as  directed  by  the  law. 

The  Committee  has  perhaps  waited  far  too  long  to  take  this  type  of 
drastic  action  to  force  the  Corporation  to  sell  its  commodities,  reduce 
its  storage  costs,  and  meet  its  operating  needs  to  the  fullest  possible 
extent  from  the  proceeds  of  sales.  The  Committee  expects  to  review 
future  action  or  lack  of  action  of  this  Corporation  and  expects  to  insist 
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that  this  approach  be  fully  utilized,  so  that  capital  impairment  restora¬ 
tions  can  be  limited  to  losses  from  sales.  In  its  opinion,  the  borrowing 
authority  of  the  Corporation  should  be  used  only  as  funds  from  sales 
fail  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Corporation. 

MEETING  INCREASED  NEEDS  FOR  SERVICES 

Many  Members  of  Congress  and  non-Government  witnesses  appeared 
before  the  Committee  again  this  year  in  support  of  various  activities 
of  importance  to  Agriculture.  Some  of  these  activities  were  included 
in  the  1960  Budget  and  are  provided  for  in  the  accompanying  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  Many  of  them,  however,  were  not  in  the  Budget  and 
could  not  be  included  in  the  bill. 

It  appears  to  the  Committee  that  many  of  these  projects  have 
merit  and  should  be  given  further  consideration  by  the  Department 
in  working  out  its  program  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  Committee  recognizes  that  there  is  an  ever-increasing  demand 
for  research,  extension,  marketing  services,  and  other  functions  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Department.  It  also  recognizes  that  under  present 
conditions  there  is  a  practical  limit  to  the  amount  of  funds  which 
can  be  provided  for  these  activities  each  year.  Therefore,  to  make 
it  possible  to  take  on  new  and  more  promising  lines  of  work  from 
time-to-time,  within  annual  appropriation  limitations,  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Department  consider  several  courses  of  action. 

First,  it  should  review  carefully  present  work  underway  and  dis¬ 
continue  activities  which  have  become  of  marginal  value.  This  is 
especially  important  in  the  research  field,  since  results  are  hard  to 
measure  and  the  particular  value  in  some  instances  is  hard  to  deter¬ 
mine. 

Also,  it  should  redirect  present  activities  in  the  direction  of  the  new 
needs  to  be  met.  It  is  essential  that  the  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  be  kept  flexible  in  order  to  meet  the  ever-changing  demands 
of  a  growing  and  changing  Agriculture. 

Further,  it  should  adopt  a  program  of  contractual  arrangements 
on  a  cooperative  basis  with  private  industry  wherever  possible.  This 
type  of  arrangement  could  be  particularly  effective  in  the  field  of 
research.  The  Department  could  greatly  expand  its  work  within 
existing  funds,  by  arranging  for  private  organizations  interested  in 
certain  lines  of  work  to  finance  a  portion  of  the  cost  and  to  participate 
directly  in  the  projects  undertaken. 

This  should  have  benefits  both  to  the  Government  and  to  the  co¬ 
operating  organizations.  It  should  enable  the  cooperating  organiza¬ 
tions  to  exercise  closer  direction  over  the  work  being  done  to  make 
certain  that  the  results  meet  their  needs.  It  would  also  enable  the 
Department  to  satisfy  more  of  the  demands  made  upon  it.  Further, 
the  close  association  with  representatives  of  private  industry  should 
be  of  value  to  the  Government  personnel  involved. 

The  Committee  realizes  that,  in  the  final  analysis,  it  is  a  matter  of 
determination  by  the  Department  as  to  the  relative  importance  of 
the  additional  projects,  as  compared  to  work  already  underway.  Such 
determinations  must  be  made  by  the  Department  each  year  in  plan¬ 
ning  and  operating  its  programs  within  funds  available.  Since  it  does 
not  seem  reasonable  to  assume  that  all  new  needs  should  be  met  by 
providing  additional  funds  year  after  year  to  meet  these  new  needs, 
it  becomes  increasingly  essential  that  the  Department  give  consider- 
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ation  to  the  proposals  outlined  above  as  a  means  of  meeting  the 
problem. 

ADDITIONAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

One  of  the  chief  costs  to  cotton  producers  back  through  the  years 
has  been  the  damage  by  boll  weevil.  It  is  estimated  that  the  boll 
weevil  damage  through  the  years  has  totaled  many  billions  of  dollars. 
Recognizing  this  situation  last  year  the  Committee  provided  funds  and 
directed  the  Department  to  make  a  thorough  study  and  present  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Committee  for  a  research  program  and  laboratory 
to  work  on  this  problem  of  the  boll  weevil. 

The  Department  set  up  a  special  committee  to  make  this  investiga¬ 
tion.  The  special  committee  made  such  investigation  and  did  a  fine 
job  of  presenting  the  needs  in  this  field.  The  special  committee  made 
recommendations  to  the  Department.  We  had  hoped  by  this  time 
to  have  firm  plans  submitted  to  the  Committee.  However,  the 
Department  has  not  yet  reached  any  conclusions  on  such  recommen¬ 
dations,  and  has  made  no  recommendations  to  this  Committee.  It 
has  no  concrete  plans  at  the  present  time. 

While  the  Committee  strongly  supports  the  necessity  for  such 
research  laboratory  and  research,  it  is  in  the  position  of  not  having 
concrete  proposals,  plans,  nor  recommendations  from  the  Department. 
The  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  do  not  feel  they 
are  in  position  to  provide  funds  prior  to  a  firm  conclusion  by  the 
Department,  supported  by  a  submission  of  detailed  plans  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  such  laboratory.  Though  we  have  not  provided 
funds  in  this  bill,  in  view  of  the  circumstances,  we  strongly  urge  the 
Department  to  proceed  to  make  a  firm  determination  in  this  matter, 
and  submit  its  plans  in  detail  to  the  subcommittee. 

Also,  last  year  this  Subcommittee  called  on  the  Department  to 
make  investigations  as  to  need  for  further  soil  and  water  conservation 
research  throughout  the  Nation.  In  this  field,  too,  the  Department 
appointed  a  special  committee  to  make  such  a  study.  The  special 
committee  in  turn  submitted  its  proposals  to  the  Department  for 
review.  The  Department  referred  a  copy  of  such  study  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  without  comment  or  recommendation. 

The  special  committee  report  proposes  construction  and  equipping 
of  1 1  new  research  facilities  and  the  expansion  of  28  existing  research 
stations.  It  further  proposes  increases  in  annual  operating  funds  for 
€6  existing  locations.  It  proposes  a  major  construction  program  of 
$20  to  $25  millions- — and  this  cost  may  be  much  higher  when  firm 
estimates  are  developed.  It  also  proposes  to  add  $19  to  $20  million 
annually  to  the  operating  costs  of  the  Department. 

The  report  appears  to  the  Committee  to  be  primarily  a  catalogue 
of  all  of  the  needs  throughout  the  Country  which  can  possibly  be  fore¬ 
seen.  Actually  it  appears  to  include  everything  that  everyone  in 
every  area  of  the  Nation  wants,  without  any  priority  listing  or  support¬ 
ing  evidence  of  need. 

In  the  absence  of  firm  recommendations  from  the  Department,  and 
in  the  absence  of  budget  estimates  supporting  such  a  program,  or  any 
portion  thereof,  the  Committee  has  not  acted  on  the  findings  in  this 
report.  The  members  of  the  Committee  trust  that  this  report  will 
have  further  study  by  the  Department  and  that  recommendations 
will  be  forthcoming  from  the  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
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Budget  at  such  time  as  firm  plans  have  been  made  and  budget  esti¬ 
mates  have  been  developed. 

MEAT  AND  POULTRY  INSPECTION 

In  considering  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  programs,  the 
Committee  has  become  seriously  concerned  with  the  current  and  poten¬ 
tial  levels  of  appropriations  for  these  two  activities. 

The  Committee  is  not  unmindful  of  and  is  sympathetic  with  the 
basic  intent  of  the  acts  under  which  these  programs  are  operated, 
i.e.,  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  products  from  diseased  animals  or  birds  and 
to  assure  a  sanitary  product.  However,  the  Committee  is  concerned 
with  the  extent  of  inspection  activities  now  required,  and  the  current 
and  potential  expenditures  associated  therewith,  which  appear  to  go 
far  beyond  those  necessary  to  protect  the  public  from  disease  and 
health  hazards. 

Sizable  expenditures  of  public  funds  for  additional  inspection  of  food 
products  containing  only  portions  of  meat  and  poultry  which  have 
already  been  officially  inspected  and  passed  for  wholesomeness  can  be 
seriously  questioned  as  being  in  the  public  interest  from  the  standpoint 
of  health  protection.  There  appears  to  be  little  merit  to  or  public 
health  protection  from  providing  such  costly  inspection  services  at 
public  expense.  Inspection  services  at  public  expense,  designed  to 
assure  such  things  as  composition  and  ingredients  of  food  products 
merely  because  they  contain  meat  or  poultry  is  a  luxury  we  can  ill 
afford  in  view  of  more  important  uses  for  the  taxpayer’s  dollar. 

In  view  of  the  Committee’s  concern  in  this  matter,  and  in  view  of 
the  continuous  expansion  in  the  field  of  prepared  or  convenience-type 
foods  containing  meat  and  poultry,  the  Department  is  directed  to 
(a)  review  its  meat  and  poultry  inspection  programs  to  assure  that 
funds  made  available  in  the  bill  are  used  to  provide  adequate  inspec¬ 
tion  of  livestock  and  poultry  at  time  of  slaughter;  (6)  review  policies 
and  procedures  for  inspection  of  food  products  containing  meats  or 
poultry  subject  to  the  Acts,  with  a  view  to  eliminating  or  reducing 
these  requirements,  including  consideration  of  legislative  changes  as 
may  be  necessary;  and  ( c )  submit  a  report  to  this  Committee  on  its 
findings  and  actions. 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  conducts  the  production  and 
utilization  research  of  the  Department  (except  forestry  research),  and 
the  inspection,  disease  and  pest  control,  and  eradication  work  as¬ 
sociated  with  this  research. 

Research. — The  Committee  recommends  $63,961,590  for  the  coming 
year  for  the  research  activities  of  this  agency,  which  is  $278,410  less 
than  the  budget  estimate.  This  provides  an  increase  of  $1,250,000 
over  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1959,  as  follows:  $200,000  for  con¬ 
struction  and  improvement  of  facilities  at  the  National  Arboretum; 
$600,000  to  construct  facilities  for  crops  research  at  Logan,  Utah; 
$200,000  for  research  on  cotton  mechanization  and  ginning  at  the 
Delta  Experiment  Station,  and  $50,000  for  quality  evaluation  at 
Clemson,  S.C.;  $100,000  for  various  special  needs,  including  research 
to  meet  the  problems  of  mushrooms,  research  on  grapevine  virus 
diseases,  research  on  diseases  of  hogs,  and  expanded  research  on  soil 
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and  water  conservation;  and  $100,000  for  additional  research  on  the 
utilization  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums.  ' 

The  funds  provided  for  the  National  Arboretum  will  complete  a 
long-range  program  of  improvements  to  make  the  facilities  of  the 
Arboretum  fully  available  to  the  general  public.  These  improvements 
include  the  completion  of  greenhouses,  entranceways,  grading,  foot 
paths,  trails,  the  construction  of  two  residences,  and  a  flood  wall  along 
Hickey  Creek.  Construction  of  the  headquarters  office  and  laboratory 
building  will  be  proposed  at  a  later  time. 

The  $600,000  recommended  for  a  new  laboratory  at  Logan,  Utah, 
covers  plans,  specifications  and  the  cost  of  construction  of  facilities 
needed  to  serve  as  headquarters  for  research  on  sugar  beets,  nematodes, 
forage  and  range  plants,  and  new  crops  in  the  Intermountain  Area. 
The  property  used  for  many  years  to  provide  facilities  for  sugar  beet 
research  at  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  is  to  be  sold  on  June  30,  1960.  The 
new  facilities  provided  herein  are  needed  to  replace  the  Salt  Lake 
ICity  Laboratory  for  the  continuation  of  these  research  programs. 

The  demand  for  increased  efficiency  in  the  cotton  industry  has  led  to 
many  technical  improvements  in  cotton  production,  harvesting, 
ginning,  and  spinning.  These  new  developments,  however,  have 
brought  with  them  some  serious  problems.  For  example,  mechanical 
harvesters  gather  substantial  amounts  of  trash  and  foreign  matter  with 
the  picking  of  cotton.  Also,  the  use  of  heat  at  the  gin  to  dry  cotton, 
coupled  with  cleaning  machines,  frequently  breaks  and  damages  the 
fibers.  The  Committee  has  included  $250,000  to  initiate  a  program  of 
research  designed  to  improve  the  handling  of  cotton  and  to  prevent 
further  deterioration  in  the  quality  of  cotton  products. 

The  Committee  feels  that  the  research  work  of  the  Department 
relative  to  the  utilization  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  holds  promise. 
The  research  being  performed  at  the  Northern  Research  Laboratory 
at  Peoria,  Illinois  on  such  projects  as  high-amylose  corn  and  artificial 
drying  of  corn  should  prove  to  be  of  great  value  to  the  grain  industry. 
To  speed  up  this  work,  the  Committee  has  added  $100,000  to  the 
bill  for  further  research  in  this  area. 

The  need  for  modern  electronic  equipment  in  connection  with  the 
.dairy  herd  improvement  program  has  been  brought  to  the  Committee’s 
fatten tion  by  numerous  individuals.  In  view  of  the  importance  of  this 
system  to  the  records  of  proved  sires,  the  Department  is  requested  to 
give  this  matter  careful  consideration  in  connection  with  next  year’s 
Budget. 

Also  the  need  for  further  expansion  of  the  USDA  Southwestern 
Great  Plains  Field  Station  has  been  presented  to  the  Committee  during 
hearings  for  the  past  several  years.  The  Committee  hopes  that  the 
Department  will  also  give  this  need  further  consideration  for  next 
year. 

The  Committee  has  received  many  complaints  from  people  in  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  the  country  concerning  the  program  now  underway  to 
eradicate  the  fire  ant  in  the  southern  part  of  the  country.  The  record 
of  the  hearings  on  the  1960  Budget  is  full  of  statements  and  communi¬ 
cations  on  this  subject.  Officials  of  the  Department  are  requested  to 
review  this  matter  so  as  to  eliminate  as  far  as  possible  any  harmful 
features  of  this  program.  In  particular,  further  study  should  be  given 
to  the  aerial  application  of  insecticides  to  make  certain  that  only 
granular  poison  is  used.  In  addition,  the  Committee  feels  that  this 
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program  should  be  undertaken  only  in  those  areas  where  the  local 
governments  and  the  landowners  have  given  their  consent. 

Testimony  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  the  Department’s 
research  work  at  many  of  its  laboratories  and  field  stations  is  suffering 
from  the  lack  of  adequate  labor  and  other  subprofessional  assistance 
to  relieve  the  higher-paid  scientists  of  the  more  routine  duties  involved. 
The  Committee  feels  that  more  effective  research  work  could  be  done 
if  arrangements  were  made  under  contract  or  through  cooperative 
agreements  to  employ  help  needed  in  preparation  of  experimental 
plants,  harvesting  of  experimental  crops,  caring  for  experimental 
animals,  and  care  and  maintenance  of  buddings,  equipment,  and  other 
research  facilities.  To  enable  the  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  to  meet  this  problem,  the  Committee  has  included 
language  which  will  carry  forward  $1,000,000  of  unused  funds  from 
the  1959  appropriation  for  this  purpose. 

The  bill  also  includes  language  transferring  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  approximately  19  acres  of  land  at  Orlando,  Florida,  £ 
which  is  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense.  About v 
9  acres  of  this  tract,  on  which  are  located  World  War  II  temporary 
barracks-type  buildings,  are  currently  being  used  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  for  research  on  the  biology  and  control  of  in¬ 
sects.  In  order  that  this  research  work  might  not  be  interrupted, 
the  Committee  has  approved  the  proposed  land  transfer.  How¬ 
ever,  in  view  of  the  intensive  business  use  of  adjacent  property  as 
a  shopping  center,  and  the  very  high  value  of  the  tract  in  question 
for  commercial  development,  the  Committee  seriously  questions  the 
desirability  of  the  continued  use  of  the  tract  as  an  agricultural  research 
station.  The  Department  is,  therefore,  requested  to  select  possible 
alternative  locations  for  this  research  and  to  submit  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  the  consideration  of  the  Committee. 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — A  total  of  $48,340,600  is 
proposed  for  fiscal  year  1960,  a  decrease  of  $769,400  in  the  budget 
estimate  and  a  decrease  of  $4,472,100  below  the  1959  appropriation. 
The  amount  recommended  includes  increases  of  $152,900  for  control 
of  the  soybean  cyst  nematode  and  $400,000  for  eradication  of  vesicular 
exanthema  of  swine.  The  amount  approved  also  provides  for  a 
reduction  of  $5,000,000  in  the  brucellosis  program  and  a  transfer  off 
leasing  costs  of  $25,000  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

The  soybean  cyst  nematode  was  first  discovered  in  North  Carolina 
in  1954.  Infestations  have  now  spread  to  22  counties  in  Arkansas, 
Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and 
Virginia.  Soybeans  are  being  grown  on  24  million  acres  this  year  in 
the  United  States  and  the  annual  value  of  the  crop  is  approximately 
$1  billion.  In  view  of  the  spread  of  this  infestation  and  in  view  of  the 
value  of  the  crop  involved,  the  Committee  has  provided  the  increase 
listed  above.  This  will  enable  the  Department,  in  cooperation  with 
the  affected  States,  to  conduct  surveys  as  to  the  extent  of  infestation, 
to  enforce  Federal  quarantines  to  prevent  further  spread,  and  to 
encourage  adoption  of  farm  practices  to  hold  the  infestation  to  a 
minimum. 

Vesicular  exanthema  is  a  highly  infectious  disease  of  swine  which  is 
most  often  spread  by  contact  with  infested  swine,  contaminated 
shipping  and  handling  facilities,  or  the  feeding  of  raw  garbage.  This 
disease  reached  emergency  proportions  in  1953  and  the  Department 
has  been  in  the  process  of  eradicating  it  since  that  time.  While  it  has 
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been  almost  entirely  eradicated,  some  funds  are  needed  next  year  to 
maintain  a  small  force  to  discover  new  cases  promptly  and  to  stamp 
out  infection  before  it  spreads.  In  the  past,  the  program  has  been 
financed  on  a  reimbursable  basis  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  It  is  believed  preferable  to  finance  it  in  the  future  by 
direct  appropriation,  since  the  program  has  no  connection  with 
activities  of  that  organization. 

During  its  special  study  of  the  swine  industry  a  disease  of  small 
pigs  known  as  “transmissible  gastro  enteritis”  and  designated  as 
TGE  came  to  the  Committee’s  attention.  It  is  understood  that  this 
disease  has  reached  serious  proportions  in  certain  parts  of  the  com 
belt.  Apparently,  the  Department  has  little  information  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  and  is  conducting  no  research  on  the  problem,  other  than  through 
a  small  project  in  cooperation  with  Purdue  University.  In  view  of  the 
potential  tlu’eat  to  the  swine  industry  from  this  disease,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  requested  to  study  this  matter  during  the  coming  year. 

Meat  inspection—  The  Committee  recommends  the  sum  of 
$21,135,100  for  1960  for  this  activity.  This  is  an  increase  of  $350,000 
over  funds  available  for  1959.  It  is  a  reduction  of  $339,900  in  the 
budget  estimate. 

The  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1959,  approved  August  27, 
1958,  provided  an  additional  $1,750,000  to  meet  the  increasing  work 
load  of  this  activity.  That  appropriation  covered  operations  for  only 
10  months  of  the  fiscal  year  1959.  The  increase  set  forth  above  is 
provided  to  cover  a  lull  12  months’  cost  in  fiscal  year  1960. 

During  the  last  session  of  Congress  and  again  this  session,  legisla¬ 
tion  has  been  introduced  which  would  permit  the  Department  to 
perform  meat  inspection  services  through  officers  or  employees  of 
State  agencies.  The  Committee  feels  that  this  may  offer  a  partial 
solution  to  the  problem  of  meeting  increased  demands  for  meat  inspec¬ 
tion.  It  urges  the  Department,  to  give  such  approach  thorough 
consideration  in  preparing  future  budget  estimates  for  this  activity. 

The  Committee  also  wishes  to  encourage  the  Department  to  give 
further  study  to  the  possibility  of  placing  less  emphasis  on  quality 
control  in  connection  with  its  meat  inspection  function. 

State  experiment  stations. — An  appropriation  of  $31,803,708  is 
recommended  for  grants  to  State  experiment  stations  for  fiscal  year 
1960.  This  amount,  which  is  the  full  budget  estimate,  includes 
$31,553,708  for  payments  to  States  and  $250,000  for  the  penalty  mail 
costs  of  this  program. 

Recommendations  for  rather  substantial  increases  for  this  activity 
were  received  by  the  Committee  from  numerous  individuals  and  from 
representatives  of  some  of  the  National  agricultural  organizations. 
The  Committee  feels  that  the  research  being  done  by  these  experiment 
stations  is  important  and  worthwhile  and  wishes  to  commend  those 
responsible  for  this  work.  It  recommends  that  the  Department  give 
consideration  to  the  possibility  of  further  increases  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  in  next  year’s  budget. 

Extension  Service 

The  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  of  the  Department- 
aids  in  making  available  to  the  people  of  the  United  States  useful 
and  practical  information  on  subjects  relating  to  agriculture  and 
home  economics  and  encourages  the  use  of  such  information.  The 
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work  is  carried  on  by  incorporating  research  results,  technological 
advancements,  and  other  facts  of  the  Department,  the  agricultural 
colleges,  and  the  experiment  stations  into  a  national  educational  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  the  means  by  which  people  can  solve  their  farm, 
home,  marketing  and  relating  problems.  The  Extension  Service  is 
financed  from  Federal,  State,  county  and  local  sources,  and  the  use 
of  funds  provided  is  under  the  control  of  the  States.  The  funds  are 
used  within  the  States  for  employment  of  State  specialists,  county 
agents,  home  demonstration  agents,  4-H  Club  agents,  and  others 
who  conduct  among  rural  people  joint  educational  programs  adapted 
to  local  problems  and  conditions. 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico. — The  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $53,715,000  is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959,  prior  to  trans¬ 
fers  to  various  other  programs  of  the  Department  to  cover  increased 
pay  costs,  as  authorized  by  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act,  1959.  m 

On  November  30,  1958,  there  were  approximately  15,000  extension^ 
field  agents.  The  funds  provided  in  the  accompanying  bill  will  per¬ 
mit  continuation  of  this  program  on  the  same  basis  in  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  To  the  extent  that  additional  funds  are  contributed  by 
States  or  local  organizations,  some  expansion  will  be  possible. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents. — The  budget  estimate  of 
$5,674,375  is  included  in  the  bill  for  1960.  The  increase  of  $195,000 
over  the  1959  appropriation  is  provided  to  cover  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  retirement  fund. 

It  is  estimated  that  State  and  county  funds  will  increase  by 
$4,000,000  in  1960  and  that  75  percent  of  this  will  be  used  for  salaries 
of  additional  extension  agents.  Since  all  extension  agents  are  joint 
employees  of  both  the  Federal  Government  and  the  cooperating  land- 
grant  institutions,  and  are  covered  by  the  provisions  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Fund,  additional  Federal  retirement  contribu¬ 
tions  will  be  required  for  the  additional  agents  expected  to  be 
employed  with  State  and  local  funds. 

Penalty  mail. — The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate 
of  $2,491,307  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  extension  directors  and 
county  extension  agents  during  the  coming  year,  as  authorized  by  law.  * 
This  is  a  continuation  of  the  amount  available  for  the  current  fiscal  v, 
year. 

Federal  Extension  Service. — The  Federal  Extension  Service  provides 
the  leadership,  counsel  and  assistance  to  the  extension  services  in  the 
49  States,  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico.  As  of  November  30,  1958,  there 
were  246  employees  in  this  part  of  the  organization,  237  of  whom  were 
headquartered  in  Washington. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,242,540  is  approved  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  is  available  for  1959,  and  is  $16,255  less 
than  the  budget  estimate. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

This  Service  conducts  research,  advisory  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organizations,  financing,  management 
policies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership,  to  help 
farmers  who  are  members  of  such  organizations  improve  the  operations 
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of  their  businesses.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives,  State  departments  of  agri¬ 
culture,  and  other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  understanding  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  The  Service 
also  advises  other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricultural 
cooperatives. 

The  Service  carries  on  its  work  through  three  program  divisions — 
Marketing,  Purchasing  and  Management  Services.  On  November 
30,  1958,  the  Service  had  114  employees,  all  stationed  in  Washington. 

The  sum  of  $615,800  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959,  and 
is  a  reduction  of  $4,200  in  the  budget  estimate. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  assists  soil  conservation  districts  and 
other  cooperators  in  bringing  about  physical  adjustments  in  land  use 
that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources,  provide  for  agricultural 
production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce  damage  by  floods  and 
sedimentation.  The  Service  also  develops  and  carries  out  special 
drainage,  irrigation,  flood  prevention,  and  watershed  protection  activ¬ 
ities  in  cooperation  with  soil  conservation  districts,  watershed  groups, 
and  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  related  responsibilities. 

Conservation  operations. — -The  Committee  has  provided  $82,322,000 
for  the  coming  year,  an  increase  of  $1,250,000  in  the  budget  estimate 
and  an  increase  of  $1,760,400  over  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  year 
1959. 

It  is  estimated  that  30  new  districts  will  be  organized  during  the 
present  fiscal  year  and  that  an  additional  25  districts  will  be  formed 
during  fiscal  year  1960.  As  has  been  the  case  each  year  in  recent 
years,  no  additional  funds  were  included  in  the  1960  Budget  to  cover 
the  staffing  of  new  districts  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  Without 
such  additional  funds,  the  needs  of  the  new  districts  would  have  to  be 
met  by  the  transfer  of  technicians  from  existing  districts,  which  would 
spread  existing  personnel  thinner. 

As  pointed  out  in  previous  reports,  the  Committee  feels  that  some 
expansion  in  funds  and  personnel  is  necessary  each  year  as  new 
districts  are  organized.  The  basic  law  guarantees  the  services  of  soil 
conservation  experts  to  all  districts,  both  new  and  existing  ones. 
Therefore,  the  Committee  has  provided  additional  funds  for  next  year 
to  assure  adequate  assistance  to  all  of  the  2,861  districts  expected  to 
be  in  existence  by  June  30,  1960,  and  to  meet  the  needs  in  watershed 
and  flood  prevention  work. 

The  assignment  of  personnel  on  a  county  or  bi-county  biisis  has 
worked  very  well  in  the  past.  However,  a  number  of  complaints 
have  come  to  the  Committee  this  year  concerning  the  abolishing  of 
county  units  in  favor  of  a  district  type  of  operation.  Reports  have 
peen  received  that  some  of  this  reorganization  is  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  grades  of  certain  of  the  personnel  concerned.  The  Committee 
seriously  questions  whether  or  not  operating  out  of  district  offices  will 
permit  the  technicians  to  do  as  good  a  job  as  has  been  possible  under 
the  county  or  bi-county  arrangement. 

Watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention. —  The  bill  carries 
$25,500,000  for  watershed  protection  and  $18,000,000  for  flood  pre¬ 
vention,  the  amounts  apnropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959.  This  repre- 
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sents  an  increase  in  the  budget  estimates  of  $5,500,000  for  watershed 
protection  and  $3,000,000  for  flood  prevention. 

Testimony  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  local  interest  con¬ 
tinues  to  grow  in  the  watershed  program.  During  1958  fiscal  year  175 
new  applications  for  watershed  project  assistance  were  received  from 
local  sponsors,  bringing  to  887  the  total  received  as  of  June  30,  1958. 
These  applications  cover  over  69  million  acres  of  watershed  lands  in 
47  States  and  Territories.  As  of  December  12,  1958,  an  additional 
121  new  applications  have  been  received  in  the  fiscal  year  1959.  It  is 
estimated  that  a  total  of  1,337  project  applications  will  be  under  con¬ 
sideration  by  June  30,  1960. 

Watershed  needs,  judged  by  this  willingness  of  local  organizations 
to  participate,  far  exceeds  that  of  the  Great  Plains  Program,  for  which 
a  budget  increase  was  requested.  Therefore,  funds  for  watershed 
projects  have  been  restored  by  the  Committee  to  the  1959  level.  It  is 
the  intention  of  the  Committee  that  planning  funds  be  restored  in 
full  also. 

Work  on  the  eleven  major  watersheds  financed  through  the  flood  pre¬ 
vention  appropriation  is  still  far  behind  a  reasonable  rate  of  progress. 
At  the  time  this  program  was  initiated  in  1944,  it  was  estimated  that 
the  projects  would  be  completed  in  about  15  years.  The  15  year 
period  has  now  passed,  yet  the  average  rate  of  completion  is  only  about 
28  percent.  It  is  estimated  that  it  will  take  another  20  years  to  com¬ 
plete  some  of  these  projects,  on  the  basis  of  the  amount  of  funds  re¬ 
quested  in  the  1960  budget. 

To  permit  the  work  on  the  major  watershed  projects  to  proceed  as 
rapidly  as  possible,  the  Committee  has  restored  flood  prevention  funds 
to  the  1959  level.  In  view  of  the  constantly  increasing  costs  of  con¬ 
struction,  earlier  completion  should  result  in  a  saving  in  the  total  cost 
of  these  projects. 

The  Committee  has  been  informed  of  the  effectiveness  of  watershed 
protection  and  flood  prevention  projects  during  the  storms  of  April. 
May,  and  June,  1957,  in  Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  Arkansas.  The  land 
treatment  and  structural  measures  installed  on  the  small  upstream 
watersheds  were  responsible  for  preventing  an  estimated  flood  damage 
of  $2,162,000  during  this  period  in  the  tributary  waterwheds  in  the 
three-state  area.  Treatment  had  been  completed  in  only  a  small 
part  of  the  area,  principally,  in  the  Trinity  .River  Watershed  in  Texas; 
in  the  Washita  River  Watershed  in  Oklahoma;  and  in  six  pilot  water¬ 
shed  projects,  four  of  which  were  in  Texas,  and  one  each  in  Oklahoma 
and  Arkansas.  Had  complete  watershed  protection  been  applied  to 
all  of  the  small  watersheds  in  the  three-state  area  susceptible  to  such 
protection,  it  has  been  estimated  that  flood  damages  would  have  been 
reduced  by  an  additional  $107,158,000.  Without  any  watershed 
protection  in  this  area,  an  estimated  $159,000,000  of  flood  damage 
would  have  been  experienced. 

Water  conservation  and  utilization  projects. — The  budget  estimate 
of  $75,000,  a  reduction  of  $260,000  below  the  1959  appropriation,  is 
recommended  for  1960.  The  amount  will  permit  further  work  on  the 
Eden  Valley  project  in  Wyoming,  which  is  expected  to  be  completed 
in  1962. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program. — The  accompanying  bill  includes 
$7,500,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $5,000,000 
in  the  budget  estimate  and  is  a  decrease  of  $2,500,000  below  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  fiscal  year  1959. 
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The  participation  in  this  program  has  not  been  as  large  as  originally 
projected  by  the  Department.  In  fiscal  year  1958,  only  $5,636,148 
was  obligated  for  this  purpose,  leaving  an  unused  balance  of  over 
$4  million  available  for  fiscal  year  1959,  in  addition  to  the  1959  appro¬ 
priation  of  $10,000,000.  As  of  March  31,  1959,  only  $7,095,531  of  the 
$14,373,853  available  for  1959  had  been  committed.  At  this  rate  of 
obligation,  a  large  carryover  balance  of  funds  will  be  available  in  fiscal 
year  1960  in  addition  to  the  new  appropriation  of  $7,500,000  included  in 
the  bill.  Thus,  between  $10,000,000  and  $12,500,000  will  probably 
be  available_in  1960  for  this  program. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

The  purposes  of  this  program  include  restoring  and  improving  soil 
fertility,  reducing  erosion  caused  by  water  and  wind,  and  conserving 
water  on  the  land.  To  effectuate  these  purposes,  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  offers  cost-sharing  assistance  to  individual  farmers 
and  ranchers  for  carrying  out  approved  soil  building  and  soil  and  water 
conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  The  Federal  assistance  repre¬ 
sents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  practice.  The  farmer 
bears  the  balance  of  the  cost — 50  percent  on  the  average — and  in  addi¬ 
tion  supplies  the  labor  necessary  to  carry  out  the  practice. 

An  appropriation  of  $241,500,000,  the  full  budget  estimate,  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  fiscal  year  1960  to  meet  the  commitments  for  cost- 
sharing  practices  applied  throughout  the  country  under  the  1959  pro¬ 
gram  authorization  of  $250,000,000.  The  amount  recommended  is 
estimated  to  be  the  full  amount  needed  to  meet  the  commitments 
due  under  the  1959  program. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  recommends  an  advance  program 
authorization  of  $250,000,000  for  1960.  The  Budget  proposed  to 
reduce  this  authorization  to  $100,000,000  for  1960,  a  reduction  of 
$150,000,000  in  the  amount  which  has  been  carried  in  the  bill  each 
year  for  a  number  of  years.  This  is  the  fourth  time  since  1953  that 
a  substantial  cut  of  this  nature  has  been  proposed  by  the  Budget. 

The  Committee  received  a  large  amount  of  testimony  again  this 
year  from  “dirt  farmers,”  Members  of  Congress,  representatives  of 
farm  organizations,  and  others,  in  support  of  tliis  program.  This 
testimony,  which  appears  in  Part  4  of  this  year’s  hearings,  contains 
convincing  evidence  as  to  the  real  value  of  this  program  to  the  farmer 
and  to  the  entire  Nation. 

Approximately  1 K  million  farmers  participate  in  this  program  each 
year.  This  is  about  25  percent  of  all  farming  units  in  the  nation.  In 
comparison,  there  are  less  than  125,000  participants  in  the  Conserva¬ 
tion  Reserve  Program  (Soil  Bank),  for  which  the  Budget  proposes  an 
advance  program  authorization  of  $375,000,000  for  1960. 

The  Committee  has  been  contacted  by  some  Members  of  Congress 
and  others  who  wish  to  be  certain  that  no  agricultural  program 
adversely  affect  the  pot  hole  lands  of  the  North  Central  Area.  Such 
area  is  an  important  breeding  ground  for  ducks.  The  Department 
was  requested  to  furnish  the  Committee  with  a  report  on  the  facts 
involved.  The  Department’s  report  is  as  follows: 

No  Federal  funds  or  technical  assistance  are  provided  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  drain  land  for  the  purpose 
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of  developing  new  farms  or  for  the  primary  purpose  of  bring¬ 
ing  new  land  into  crop  production.  We  do  provide  assistance 
through  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  Service  and 
through  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  to  help  farmers  con¬ 
serve  and  protect  their  agricultural  land  and  improve  their 
operating  efficiency  through  improved  land  use  and  through 
conservation  practices.  Improved  drainage  of  existing  crop 
and  pasture  land  is  one  of  these  eligible  conservation  practices 
and  is  frequently  essential  to  the  application  of  other  needed 
soil  and  water  conservation  measures. 

Potholes  are  not  eligible  for  drainage  assistance  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Specifically  our  policy  provides 
that  Federal  cost  sharing  will  not  be  allowed  for  drainage 
practices  other  than  on  land  already  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  cultivated  crops  or  crops  normally  seeded  to  hay  or 
pasture. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  considers  wildlife  as  a  crop 
from  the  land  and  has  an  economic  value  to  nonfarm  people 
and  to  farm  families  as  well.  Under  present  Department  of 
Agriculture  programs  of  providing  positive  assistance  to  wild¬ 
life  development  as  well  as  assistance  to  improved  manage¬ 
ment  of  land  and  water,  it  has  been  fully  demonstrated  that 
good  farming  and  improved  wildlife  resources  can  exist  side 
by  side. 

Through  the  Department’s  Agricultural  Conservation  Pro¬ 
gram,  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program  and  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  hundreds  of  thousands  of  farmers  are  applying 
soil  and  water  conserving  practices  that  provide  wildlife 
benefits  on  millions  of  acres  of  land,  in  addition  to  other  major 
benefits.  These  measures  include  habitat  in  the  form  of 
vegetative  cover  as  well  as  structures  that  impound  water. 

In  the  year  1957  alone  about  70,000  such  structures  were 
installed  by  farmers  with  cost  sharing  and  technical  assistance 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  Department’s 
programs  have  resulted  in  a  substantial  net  increase  in  avail¬ 
able  surface  water  beneficial  to  wildlife. 

While  some  of  these  lands  are  not  primarily 'agricultural  lands,  the 
imposition  of  a  flat  prohibition  as  suggested  by  some  would  eliminate 
some  farmers  from  a  national  program.  This  the  Subcommittee  does 
not  believe  to  be  sound,  since  few  of  this  limited  number  of  farmers 
will  avail  themselves  of  such  program,  and  thus  will  not  have  any 
noticeable  effect  on  the  situation  the  wildlife  organizations  wish  to 
protect.  The  Committee  requests  the  Department  to  cooperate  fully 
in  protecting  these  lands  for  wildlife  refuges,  however. 

The  attention  of  the  Committee  has  been  called  to  the  changes  in 
procedures  relating  to  the  transfer  of  Agricultural  Conservation 
Program  funds  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  technical  services 
on  certain  ACP  practices  beginning  with  the  1959  program.  The 
Committee  understands  that  the  primary  purposes  for  the  changes  in 
1959  were  to  (1)  require  careful  planning  and  assure  mutual  under¬ 
standing  between  the  agencies  concerned  at  the  county  level  with 
respect  to  the  extent  to  which  technical  services  would  be  furnished  by 
SCS,  and  (2)  place  the  transfer  of  ACP  funds  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
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in  order  to  simplify  fiscal  procedures — including  adequate  account¬ 
ability  to  State  and  county  ASC  committees  for  funds  transferred. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  Committee  that  agreements  between  the 
county  ASC  Committees  and  SCS  provide  up  to  5  percent  of  county 
program  fund  allocations  for  the  added  expenses  to  SCS  resulting  from 
the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program.  The  Committee  is  in  com¬ 
plete  accord  that  there  be  a  requirement  for  a  simple  but  practicable 
determination  and  mutual  understanding  of  the  demands  which  will 
be  made  upon  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  technical  services  and 
the  extent  to  which  this  workload  is  to  be  borne  by  reimbursement 
from  ACP  cost-sharing  funds.  However,  the  Committee  feels  that 
the  Department  should  give  further  study  toward  the  simplification 
of  (1)  the  processes  involved  in  estimating  the  needs  for  technical 
services  to  be  furnished  by  SCS  and  (2)  the  actual  determination  of 
costs  of  technical  services  rendered  to  ACP.  The  study  should  include 
the  feasibility  of  using  a  flat  charge  per  hour  for  technical  services 
similar  to  that  which  has  been  developed  by  the  Department  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  other  reimbursable  activities,  such  as  certain  inspection  and 
regulatory  activities.  Changes  should  be  made  which  would  mate¬ 
rially  reduce  the  current  workload  in  SCS  in  computing  and  report¬ 
ing  upon  the  cost  of  services  rendered  ACP  without  requiring  minute 
calculation  of  each  element  of  cost.  This  would  also  have  the  further 
advantage  of  permitting  the  county  ASC  Committee  to  better  estimate 
the  cost  of  services  to  be  rendered. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  aids  in  advancing  the  orderly 
and  efficient  marketing  and  the  effective  distribution  of  products  from 
the  nation’s  farms.  The  domestic  marketing  and  distribution  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  are  centered  in  this  Service.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  also  responsible  for  the  coordination  of  all  statistical  work 
of  the  Department.  The  functions  of  the  Service  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  marketing  research;  analyses  of  economic  data;  crop  and  live¬ 
stock  estimates ;  market  news  services ;  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and 
standardization  of  farm  products;  freight  rate  services;  regulatory 
activities;  cooperative  programs  in  marketing;  the  School  Lunch 
Program;  removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities;  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders. 

Marketing  research  and  service. — An  appropriation  of  $39,907,100 
is  proposed  for  1960,  including  $15,044,500  for  marketing  research 
and  agricultural  estimates  and  $24,862,600  for  marketing  services. 
The  amounts  recommended  are  $1,990,400  over  the  1959  appropriation 
and  are  a  reduction  of  $2,152,900  in  the  budget  estimates. 

A  reduction  of  $294,600  has  been  made  in  the  marketing  research 
activities  of  this  organization.  While  the  consumer  preference  studies 
have  been  of  value  in  the  past,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  work 
should  be  suspended  for  the  coming  year  to  provide  funds  for  what 
appear  to  be  more  urgent  needs  elsewhere. 

The  increase  provided  for  marketing  services  includes  $45,000  to 
cover  higher  rates  approved  by  the  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission  for  leased  teletype  facilities  for  market  news  services, 
$2,000,000  to  provide  service  under  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection 
Act  on  a  full  year  basis,  $250,000  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  less  a  deduction  of  $33,967  for  leasing  costs  trans- 
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ferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration.  The  amount  approved 
also  includes  $24,000  for  various  special  needs  which  were  brought  to 
the  Committee’s  attention  during  the  hearings. 

For  example,  the  development  of  objective  methods  of  forecasting 
and  estimating  production  of  cling  peaches  appears  to  be  an  important 
matter  in  the  peach  growing  areas  of  the  country.  Further,  the  De¬ 
partment  should  review  the  need  for  crop  and  livestock  reporting 
services  in  Alaska.  In  addition,  $6,000  of  the  funds  provided  in  this 
bill  should  be  earmarked  for  establishing  of  a  market  news  service  on 
fruits  and  vegetables  at  Blythe,  California.  It  is  understood  that  the 
State  of  California  will  match  these  funds  to  finance  this  service. 

Mandatory  poultry  inspection  was  initiated  on  May  1,  1958.  As 
of  March  19,  1959,  a  total  of  472  plants  were  receiving  inspection 
service  under  the  Act.  It  is  estimated  that  a  total  of  about  650 
eviscerating  and  slaughtering  plants  will  be  qualified  for  such  service 
by  June  30,  1959.  An  appropriation  of  $6,500,000  was  made  for  1959 
for  this  activity.  The  increase  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960  will  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  placing  inspection  on  a  full-year  basis  in  all  eviscerat¬ 
ing  plants  and  should  enable  the  Department  to'  carry  on  this  work 
at  a  satisfactory  level  during  the  coming  year. 

Changes  in  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  adopted  in  the  last 
session  of  Congress  brought  all  livestock  transactions  in  interstate 
commerce,  regardless  of  the  size  of  the  market,  under  the  supervision 
of  the  Department.  This  has  increased  the  number  of  yards  subject 
to  the  Act  from  about  1,000  to  an  estimated  2,100.  In  order  to  enable 
the  Department  to  meet  this  added  responsibility,  the  increase  of 
$250,000  is  provided  for  next  year. 

Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and  possessions. — The  full  budget 
estimates  of  $1,160,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  1960.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  was  provided  for  fiscal  year  1959.  Payments  under 
this  appropriation  are  made  on  a  matched-fund  basis  to  State  and 
territorial  marketing  agencies  for  programs  designed  to  get  into  prac¬ 
tical  use  improved  methods  and  practices  in  the  marketing  of  farm 
products. 

The  Committee  is  aware  that  the  Federal  share  of  these  funds  has 
not  kept  up  with  the  amount  originally  proposed.  The  Department 
is  requested,  therefore,  to  make  a  thorough  study  of  the  value  of 
increasing  the  emphasis  to  this  approach  in  the  field  of  market  develop¬ 
ment  in  preparing  the  budget  submission  for  next  year. 

School  lunch  program. — The  school  lunch  program  provided  noon¬ 
day  meals  to  about  30  percent  of  the  Nation’s  39  million  school  children 
in  the  fiscal  year  1958.  Peak  participation  was  11.5  million  children 
in  1958,  an  increase  of  8  percent  over  1957. 

This  program  utilized  3.5  billion  pounds  of  food,  of  which  3.2  billion 
pounds  were  purchased  in  local  markets  and  0.3  billion  pounds  were 
donated  by  the  Department.  A  total  of  over  $853  million  was  spent 
through  this  program  in  1958,  $240  million  from  Federal  sources  and 
the  balance  from  State  and  local  sources. 

For  the  fiscal  year  1959,  the  Congress  appropriated  $110,000,000 
for  this  program.  In  addition,  it  provided  for  the  transfer  of 
$35,000,000  from  Section  32  funds  to  Section  6  of  the  school  lunch 
program  to  be  used  to  purchase  foods  needed  for  school  lunches. 

The  Committee  was  not  at  all  satisfied  with  the  Department’s 
handling  of  purchases  under  the  transfer  arrangement.  It  was 
intended  that  these  funds  would  be  used  to  provide  high  protein 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 


21 


foods,  principally  red  meats,  to  supplement  the  foods  otherwise  used 
in  the  program.  While  a  considerable  quantity  of  turkeys  was  pro¬ 
vided  to  the  schools  from  this  money,  it  was  not  until  late  in  the  year 
that  a  pork  purchase  program  was  undertaken.  And  no  beef  was 
ever  provided  from  this  source. 

The  most  unfortunate  aspect  of  this  failure  to  provide  the  red  meats 
as  expected  was  that  most  of  the  schools  had  arranged  their  annual 
operating  budgets  and  set  their  meal  prices  last  fall  with  full  expecta¬ 
tions  of  receiving  this  additional  food  assistance.  Many  of  the 
schools  have  been  faced  with  deficits  during  the  year  as  a  result. 

In  order  to  prevent  this  situation  from  developing  in  the  coming 
year,  the  Committee  has  provided  for  the  direct  distribution  to  the 
schools  of  the  entire  amount  of  the  transfer  from  Section  32,  to  be 
used  for  the  purchase  of  necessary  food  items. 

The  Committee  has  provided  an  appropriation  of  $110,000,000  in 
the  1960  bill,  the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959. 
In  addition,  it  has  included  language  which  will  transfer  to  the  program 
the  estimated  unused  balance  of  Section  32  funds  for  1959  of 
$43,657,248.  This  will  provide  a  total  of  $153,657,248  for  school 
lunches  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

Since  it  is  preferable  to  use  CCC  commodities  to  feed  school  children 
than  to  keep  them  in  storage,  the  Department  should  do  everything 
possible  to  make  certain  that  commodities  are  made  available  to  the 
school  lunch  program  in  such  quantities  as  can  be  advantageously 
used.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  Department  make 
determination  each  30  days  as  to  the  commodities  which  are  available 
for  this  purpose  from  CCC  stocks,  and  notify  school  lunch  authorities 
promptly  of  the  specific  items  and  quantities  available  for  distribution 
to  the  schools. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  develops  plans  and  policies  related 
to  the  administration  of  the  foreign  affairs  and  interests  of  United 
States  agriculture.  It  gathers,  analyzes  and  disseminates  to  American 
agriculture  basic  information  on  foreign  marketing  of  United  States 
agricultural  products.  It  coordinates  and  directs  a  worldwide  agri¬ 
cultural  attache  service  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  development 
of  markets  for  American  products  and  on  trade  reporting  from  foreign 
areas  designed  to  aid  the  American  farmers  and  exporters. 

The  budget  estimate  provides  a  total  of  $7,421,300  for  the  operation 
of  this  activity  during  the  coming  year.  Of  this  amount,  $4,268,300 
is  requested  as  a  direct  appropriation  and  $2,593,000  is  requested  as  a 
transfer  from  Section  32  funds.  In  addition,  the  use  of  $560,000  in 
foreign  currencies  derived  from  sales  under  Public  Law  480  is  proposed. 

The  Committee  recommends  total  funds  for  fiscal  year  1960  of 
$7,321,300.  Of  this  amount,  $3,518,300  is  provided  by  direct  appro¬ 
priation,  $2,493,000  is  provided  by  transfer  from  Section  32,  and 
$1,310,000  is  provided  from  Public  Law  480  local  currencies.  Since 
local  currencies  are  now  available  in  large  amounts,  the  Committee 
feels  that  they  should  be  used  for  a  greater  part  of  the  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service  operations  than  heretofore. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  Department  plans  to  use  an  estimated 
$9.2  million  for  market  development  work  abroad  in  fiscal  year  1960. 
The  objective  of  this  work  is  to  maintain  and  expand  present  export 
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markets  for  U.S.  commodities  and  to  develop  new  foreign  markets  for 
such  commodities.  To  provide  more  complete  information  con¬ 
cerning  the  conduct  of  this  work,  it  is  requested  that  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  for  fiscal  year  1961  carry  a  full  justification  of  all  projects 
proposed,  as  well  as  language  authorizing  the  use  of  a  specific  amount 
of  foreign  currency  for  this  purpose/, 

The  Department  has  been  requested  to  develop  information  on 
prices  for  which  Public  Law  480  commodities  are  sold  by  foreign 
governments.  The  Committee  would  appreciate  receiving  this  infor¬ 
mation  as  soon  as  it  is  available. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

The  objectives  of  this  Agency  are  to  prevent  commodity  price 
manipulations  and  market  corners;  prevent  dissemination  of  false 
and  misleading  crop  and  market  information;  protect  hedgers  and 
other  users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets;  insure  the  benefits  of 
membership  privileges  on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associa¬ 
tions;  insure  trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of 
hedgers  and  other  traders;  and  provide  information  to  the  public 
regarding  trading  operations  and  contract  markets. 

The  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of  $909,500  for  fiscal  year  1960. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $16,300  over  1959  funds  and  is  $9,500  more  than 
was  requested  in  the  Budget.  The  amount  recommended  is  based  on 
the  regular  1959  appropriation  of  $832,000,  plus  $77,500  to  cover  the 
full  cost  of  the  pay  act  increases  approved  last  year. 

The  Committee  does  not  feel  that  this  organization  should  be  re¬ 
quired  to  absorb  the  cost  of  its  salary  increases,  due  to  the  small  num¬ 
ber  of  personnel  and  the  essential  nature  of  its  work.  Also,  this  agency 
has  been  very  economically  operated  throughout  the  years,  with  a 
steadily  decreasing  number  of  employees,  despite  constantly  increas¬ 
ing  demands  on  its  personnel. 

Soil  Bank  Programs 

The  Soil  Bank  Act  authorized  an  acreage  reserve  program  and  a 
conservation  reserve  program  to  assist  farmers  to  divert  cropland 
from  the  production  of  excessive  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities, 
and  to  carry  out  a  program  of  soil,  water,  forest,  and  wildlife  conser¬ 
vation.  In  1956  and  1957,  the  programs  were  financed  from  funds 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to  Section  120  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act,  which  authorized  the  Secretary  to  utilize  the  facilities, 
services,  authorities,  and  funds  of  the  Corporation  in  carrying  out 
the  Act  from  its  enactment  through  June  30,  1957.  Since  fiscal  year 
1958,  the  programs  have  been  financed  by  direct  appropriations. 

The  acreage  reserve  program  was  discontinued  after  the  1958  crop 
year.  Final  liquidation  of  the  program  will  be  carried  out  in  the  fiscal 
year  1960.  This  will  involve  handling  of  violations  of  agreements, 
adjustment  of  payments,  claims,  preparation  of  records  of  individual 
payments,  and  other  liquidation  activities. 

An  appropriation  of  $310,000,000  is  provided  to  pay  off  obligations 
under  the  1959  Conservation  Reserve  and  to  meet  operating  expenses 
of  that  program.  For  the  1960  crop  year,  the  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  advance  authorization  of  $325,000,000.  Both  amounts 
recommended  are  $50,000,000  less  than  proposed  in  the  Budget. 
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The  record  of  the  Soil  Bank  programs  raises  many  serious  questions 
as  to  the  advisability  of  continuation  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  Hearings  of  this  Committee  have  been  filled  with  examples  of 
the  weaknesses  of  this  program  and  the  abuses  to  which  it  is  subject 
by  its  very  nature.  The  hearings  this  year  include  further  examples 
of  the  waste  and  inefficiencies  which  are  inherent  in  the  program. 

The  testimony  presented  this  year  also  raises  a  fundamental  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  the  real  purpose  of  the  conservation  reserve  program.  The 
Assistant  Secretary  in  charge  stated  during  the  hearings  that  the 
“primary  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  divert  cropland  from  production 
of  excessive  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities.”  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  acreage  reserve  program  did  not  prove  effective  in  re¬ 
ducing  production  and  was  discontinued  upon  recommendations  of 
the  President  and  the  Secretary,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  the 
Conservation  reserve  in  its  present  form  can  be  expected  to  accomplish 
this  purpose. 

Since  the  primary  justification  for  continuation  of  the  conservation 
reserve  is  to  reduce  production,  the  Committee  has  included  language 
in  the  bill  which  will  require  that  payments  for  land  retirement  be 
based  on  the  value  of  actual  production  reduced. 

The  conservation  reserve  may  have  some  value  as  a  conservation 
program,  since  one  of  its  objectives  is  to  put  cover  crops  on  land 
retired  from  production  and  place  it  in  a  stand-by  reserve.  In  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  however, 
this  conservation  objective  can  be  handled  in  a  much  more  effective 
way  through  the  other  soil  conservation  programs  of  the  Department, 
particularly  the  Agricultural  Conservation  program,  commonly  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  ACP. 

During  the  hearings,  it  was  estimated  that  the  conservation  reserve 
program  will  cost  between  $2.5  and  $3  billion  during  the  fifteen-year 
period  provided  by  the  present  Soil  Bank  Act.  If  extended  another 
3  years,  as  recommended  by  the  President,  it  will  cost  another  $1.5 
to  $2  billion.  This  is  a  total  possible  cost  to  the  taxpayer  of  between 
$4  and  $5  billion.  In  view  of  the  potential  size  of  the  commitments 
which  can  be  made  under  this  long-range  program,  the  Committee 
has  included  language  in  the  bill  to  limit  contracts  to  a  period  of 
5  years.  It  is  hoped  that  such  a  provision  may  help  to  hold  down  this 
tremendous  expenditure  in  future  years. 

The  Committee  has  not  included  language  in  the  bill  limiting  the 
placing  of  entire  farms  in  the  conservation  reserve.  It  is  the  opinion 
of  the  Subcommittee,  however,  that  the  removing  of  any  sizeable 
number  of  farms  in  their  entirety  in  any  given  community  would  do 
far  more  damage  to  the  local  community  than  any  benefit  which 
might  come  from  such  added  reduction  in  farm  out-put.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  is  urged  to  proceed  very  cautiously  on  this  matter. 

No  funds  have  been  approved  for  liquidation  of  the  acreage  reserve 
program.  It  is  recommended  that  these  liquidating  functions  be 
performed  by  the  regular  staff  handling  the  conservation  reserve. 
There  appears  to  be  no  reason  to  maintain  a  separate  staff  for  this 
purpose. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

The  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  has  responsibility  for  the 
operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  acreage  allotment 
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and  marketing  quota  program,  the  Sugar  Act,  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement,  the  ASC  State  and  county  offices,  and  various  related 
activities. 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas. — The  full  budget  estimate 
of  $39,135,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is 
a  reduction  of  $580,000  below  funds  provided  for  1959. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  a  decrease  of  $3,315,000,  due 
to  termination  of  corn  acreage  allotments  under  legislation  adopted 
last  year.  It  also  includes  an  additional  $2,735,000  to  provide  a  10% 
salary  increase  for  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  County 
Committee  employees,  effective  July  1,  1959.  Under  existing  law, 
these  employees  are  not  under  the  Classified  Civil  Service,  arid  there¬ 
fore  were  not  covered  by  the  salary  increase  provided  other  Federal 
employees  last  year.  It  would  require  legislation  to  include  them, 
which  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Committee. 

This  additional  money  is  provided  with  the  understanding  that  it 
will  be  distributed  proportionately  by  the  Department  to  all  States^ 
and  County  offices  on  the  basis  of  funds  used  for  salaries.  In  the% 
future,  however,  it  should  be  left  to  State  and  County  offices,  to  make 
the  salary  determinations  in  the  way  that  will  make  for  the  most 
effective  operations  in  that  office.  Under  present  law  and  regulations, 
it  is  the  responsibility  of  State  and  local  offices  to  establish  salary  rates 
within  broad  guide-lines  established  in  Washington. 

Several  years  ago,  additional  funds  were  provided  to  bring  county 
office  salaries  more  nearly  in  line  with  other  Federal  salaries.  Without 
the  knowledge  or  approval  of  the  Subcommittee,  the  funds  were  al¬ 
located  to  the  various  States  in  such  manner  as  to,  in  effect,  penalize 
those  offices  which  were  employing  fewer  people  at  higher  salaries  at  a 
net  saving  to  the  Government.  In  the  allocation  of  the  funds  in  the 
accompanying  bill,  the  Subcommittee  feels  that  the  right  of  every  office 
to  reduce  personnel,  by  failing  to  fill  vacancies,  should  be  restored, 
and  that  any  office  should  be  permitted  to  hire  fewer  people  at  higher 
salaries,  if  necessary  to  keep  salaries  comparable  with  other  Federal 
workers,  without  the  penalty  which  occurred  on  the  previous  occasion. 

Sugar  Act  program.— The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $71,500,000,  a  decrease  of  $4,500,000  below  the  1959 
appropriation.  [ 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar  Si 
cane  who  comply  with  certain  special  requirements.  To  finance  these 
payments,  a  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  imposed  on  all 
beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States  for  direct  consumption. 

During  the  period  1938-1958,  collections  have  exceeded  program 
payments  by  $388,095,480. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  provides  protec¬ 
tion  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards,  such  as 
insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood,  wind, 
and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers  for 
losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming 
practices. 
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The  bill  carries  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $6,376,700  for  operating 
and  administrative  costs  of  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This 
is  the  same  amount  as  was  provided  for  fiscal  year  1959.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  authority  is  provided  for  the  Corporation  to  spend  $2,330,000 
from  its  premium  income  for  such  costs. 

The  program  is  operating  in  830  counties  in  1959  and  is  expected 
to  expand  to  857  during  fiscal  year  1960.  The  budgeted  program  for 
1960  contemplates  400,000  crops  insured,  compared  to  380,000  for 
1959. 

The  Committee  is  glad  to  note  that  this  program,  which  is  still  on 
an  experimental  basis,  is  operating  satisfactorily.  Due  to  good 
weather  and  good  crop  experience  in  1958,  premium  income  exceeded 
indemnities  by  nearly  $13.5  million.  As  a  result,  for  the  ten-year 
period  1948  to  1958  the  accumulated  surplus  is  $2  million. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  in  1935  to  make  loans  for  the  extension  of  central  station 
electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  The  Agency  was  continued 
by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  and  became  a  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  In  1949,  the  Act  was  amended  to 
authorize  REA  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  and 
improving  telephone  service  to  rural  areas.  Loans  for  construction  of 
electric  and  telephone  facilities  are  self  liquidating  within  a  period  of 
not  to  exceed  thirty-five  years,  including  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — The  1960  Budget  proposed  $136,000,000  for 
rural  electrification  loans  and  $79,000,000  for  rural  telephone  loans. 
In  addition,  the  Budget  provided  a  contingency  fund  of  $25,000,000  for 
each  program. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  request  for  both  pro¬ 
grams.  As  compared  with  loan  authorizations  for  1959,  this  is  a 
decrease  of  $181,000,000  for  electrification  loans  and  an  increase  of 
$11,500,000  for  rural  telephone  loans.  The  decrease  for  the  electrifi¬ 
cation  program  is  made  possible  by  an  estimated  carryover  of  $107,- 
350,637  of  unused  funds  from  fiscal  year  1959,  plus  about  $2,000,000 
in  rescissions  of  prior  loans  during  fiscal  year  1960.  The  amount  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill,  plus  the  carryover  balance  and  rescissions  will  cover 
a  $245  million  program  in  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  the  same  size 
program  as  carried  out  in  1958  and  is  only  slightly  smaller  than  the 
1959  loan  program. 

The  Committee  was  requested  by  representatives  of  the  telephone 
cooperatives  to  earmark  $35  million  of  the  telephone  loan  funds  for 
the  use  of  the  cooperatives.  A  separate  amount  has  not  been  set  aside 
for  this  purpose  in  the  1960  bill,  due  to  assurances  received  that  no 
action  will  be  taken  by  the  Department  which  would  disapprove  any 
loans  to  cooperatives  which  have  the  approval  of  the  Administrator. 

While  the  REA  program  has  extended  electric  service  to  about  95 
percent  of  all  rural  America,  the  need  for  loans  to  enlarge  the  carry¬ 
ing  capacity  of  existing  facilities  and  to  meet  a  more  widely  dispersed 
rural  population  requires  continuation  of  available  loan  funds.  The 
REA  has  an  enviable  repayment  record,  in  that  repayments  to  date, 
including  interest,  exceed  100  percent  of  amounts  due. 

In  1959,  collections  on  all  loans  will  total  about  $154.1  million.  It 
is  estimated  that  collections  in  1960  will  be  nearly  $168.7  million.  In 
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a  few  years,  collections  should  equal  the  amount  of  new  loans 
authorized  each  year. 

Salaries  and,  expenses. — For  administrative  expenses  of  the  REA 
program,  the  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$9,632,000  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  an  increase  of  $61,300  over 
1959,  which  amount  is  provided  to  cover  the  full  amount  requested 
to  cover  salary  increases  authorized  in  the  last  session. 

The  number  of  employees  will  remain  the  same  as  for  1959  at  1,069. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

The  Farmers’  Home  Administration  performs  the  following  five 
major  activities:  (1)  makes  direct  and  insured  farm  ownership  loans 
to  farm  tenants,  farm  laborers,  share  croppers  and  other  individuals 
for  the  purchase,  enlargement  or  development  of  family  type  farms; 

(2)  makes  production  and  subsistence  loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen 
for  farm  operating  expenses  and  other  farm  needs,  including  the  p 
financing  of  indebtedness  and  family  subsistence;  (3)  makes  direct  and 
insured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  for  the  development  and 
utilization  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement  of  farm  lands 
by  soil  and  water  conserving  facilities  and  practices;  (4)  makes  emer¬ 
gency  loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen  in  designated  areas  where  disaster 
has  caused  need  for  agricultural  credit  not  readily  available  from  other 
sources;  (5)  makes  farm  housing  loans  for  construction,  improvement, 
alteration,  repair  or  replacement  of  dwellings  and  other  farm  build¬ 
ings;  and  (6)  makes  watershed  loans  to  local  organizations  for  install¬ 
ing,  repairing  or  improving  works  of  improvement  and  water  storage 
facilities,  purchasing  sites  or  rights-of-way  and  for  related  costs  of 
watershed  projects.  Technical  guidance  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
sound  farm  operations  is  provided  farmers  on  the  basis  of  their  indi¬ 
vidual  problems  and  needs.  No  loans  are  made  to  applicants  who 
can  secure  adequate  credit  from  other  sources  at  reasonable  rates. 

Loan  authorizations.- — For  the  lending  programs  of  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  for  fiscal  year  1960,  the  bill  includes  a  total  loan 
authorization  of  $206,000,000.  This  authorization  includes  $24,000,000 
for  farm  ownership  loans,  $180,000,000  for  farm  operation  (production 
and  subsistence)  loans,  and  $2,000,000  for  soil  and  water  conservation  0 
loans.  In  addition,  the  bill  provides  a  $20,000,000  contingency  V 
authorization  for  the  two  major  programs. 

The  budget  decrease  for  farm  ownership  loans  was  based  on  the 
expected  increased  use  of  the  insured  loan  program  in  1960.  In  the 
past,  however,  the  insured  loan  program  has  not  provided  sufficient 
funds  to  meet  the  need.  The  Committee  has  restored  the  1959  level  of 
funds  for  this  purpose  to  make  certain  that  sufficient  funds  are  availa¬ 
ble  in  the  event  private  funds  are  not  provided. 

The  Committee  has  not  gone  along  with  the  proposed  decrease  in 
funds  for  production  and  subsistence  loans.  The  total  loans  for  this 
purpose  in  1958  were  $176  million,  and  it  is  estimated  that  $180 
million  will  be  used  in  1959.  In  view  of  the  difficult  problem  facing 
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most  farmers  during  this  period  of  declining  net  income,  the  Committee 
does  not  feel  that  a  cut  in  these  loan  funds  is  advisable  at  this  time. 

There  has  been  a  substantially  reduced  demand  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  loans,  apparently  due  to  the  more  adequate  rainfall 
in  many  areas  of  the  country  in  recent  years.  Accordingly,  the 
Committee  has  agreed  to  most  of  the  reduction  for  this  type  of  loan 
recommended  in  the  1960  Budget. 

It  is  pointed  out  again  that  these  funds  are  not  appropriations  but 
are  authorizations  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury,  with  repayment  of 
principal  and  interest  due  from  the  borrower.  Total  collections  in 
1959  are  estimated  to  be  over  $216  million.  For  1960,  the  estimate  is 
$231  million,  which  will  exceed  the  loan  authorizations  recommended 
in  the  1960  bill  by  $25  million. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  previous  years,  the  repayment  record  of 
this  program  is  very  good.  The  repayment  of  principal  plus  interest 
frequently  exceeds  amounts  due,  with  some  borrowers  repaying  in 
advance  of  the  repayment  rate  required.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
these  loans  are  generally  made  to  those  who  can  not  secure  credit 
elsewhere,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  is  an  excellent  record  which 
fully  supports  the  provision  of  adequate  loan  funds  to  meet  the  needs 
of  this  agency’s  borrowers. 

In  granting  funds  for  farm  ownership  loans,  the  Committee  believes 
it  to  be  highly  desirable  that  the  most  cautious  discretion  be  used  to 
prevent  placing  a  debt  burden  upon  borrowers.  The  continuation  of 
the  so-called  price-cost  squeeze  coupled  with  high  land  values  has 
affected  ability  of  some  borrowers  to  repay  loans.  The  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  has  a  dual  obligation  of  advising  the  borrower 
and  giving  Government  direction  concerning  his  farm  management 
problems  and  creating  a  national  atmosphere  conducive  to  sound 
land  investment. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  Committee  has  approved  $30,300,000 
for  the  administrative  costs  of  this  agency  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This 
is  $778,950  less  than  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $1,000,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

Due  to  improved  crop  conditions  in  the  past  several  years,  the 
disaster  loan  work  of  this  organization  has  decreased,  particularly  in 
the  Southwest  and  middle  Great  Plains  States.  Disaster  loans  have 
decreased  from  $63.5  million  in  1958  to  an  estimated  $58.5  million  in- 
1959  and  an  estimated  $49  million  in  1960.  Accordingly,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  has  made  a  small  reduction  in  administrative  expenses. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

This  Office  performs  all  legal  work  arising  from  the  activities  of  the 
Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents  the  Department  in 
many  administrative  proceedings  for  the  promulgation  of  rules  hav¬ 
ing  the  force  and  effect  of  law;  in  quasi-judicial  hearings  held  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  administration  of  various  programs  and  acts;  and  in 
proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  involving 
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freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm  commodities.  lie  serves 
as  general  counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  In  addition,  he  reviews  crimi¬ 
nal  cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Department  for  referral 
to  the  Department  of  Justice. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,115,300  is  recommended  for  the  coming  year 
for  this  office.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $93,450  below  the  1959  appro¬ 
priation,  and  is  $195,200  less  than  the  budget  estimate. 

The  justifications  presented  to  the  Committee  indicate  that  this 
office  expects  to  receive  transfers  from  other  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  during  fiscal  year  1960  of  $195,200.  A  budget  reduction  in  this 
amount  is  recommended,  therefore. 

Much  of  the  work  of  this  organization  is  sterotyped  and,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Committee,  can  be  handled  more  effectively  with  a 
smaller  staff.  A  reduction  in  the  budget  request  is  recommended, 
therefore,  to  encourage  the  new  General  Counsel  to  organize  this 
activity  on  a  more  modest  and  efficient  basis. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  includes  such  staff  offices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  as  the  immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary,  the  Office  of  Personnel, 
the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  Office  of  Plant  and  Operations, 
the  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners,  the  Office  of  Administrative  Manage¬ 
ment,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission. 

The  Committee  has  included  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $2,881,000 
in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  an  increase  of  $20,750  over 
1959.  The  increase  is  provided  to  cover  the  full  amount  requested 
in  the  Budget  to  cover  pay  act  increases. 

Office  of  Information 

The  Office  of  Information  has  general  direction  and  supervision  over 
all  publications  and  other  information  activities  of  the  Department. 
The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  Annual  Report 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  Directory,  and  the 
Department  List  of  Publications.  It  handles  the  distribution  of  farm 
bulletins  and  requests  for  information  received  in  the  Department. 
It  also  produces  motion  pictures,  chart  and  graphic  materials  and 
photographic  work  for  the  Department  and  other  Government  agencies 
through  reimbursement. 

For  fiscal  year  1960,  the  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $1,431,665  for  this  program.  This  is  an  increase  of  $5,900 
over  1959,  due  to  the  inclusion  of  the  full  budget  estimate  for  salary 
increases. 

The  Committee  is  fully  satisfied  with  the  operation  of  this  office 
and  wishes  to  commend  the  Director,  Mr.  R.  Lyle  Webster,  and  his 
assistants  for  their  excellent  work  in  this  field. 

In  view  of  its  contact  with  the  general  public  through  radio,  tele¬ 
vision,  press  releases,  and  other  communications,  it  is  very  important 
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that  the  work  of  this  office  continue  to  be  handled  on  a  strictly 
objective  basis. 

Library 

The  Library  procures  and  preserves  all  information  concerning 
Agriculture.  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  it  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

An  appropriation  of  $900,000  is  provided  for  this  activity  for  fiscal 
year  1960.  This  is  an  increase  of  $71,660  over  the  1959  funds,  and  is 
$32,600  less  than  the  1960  estimate. 

The  increase  is  recommended  to  enable  the  Department  to  conduct 
an  intensive  review  of  the  library  collection  to  eliminate  unnecessary 
material  and  to  provide  for  preservation  of  valuable  agricultural 
publications.  This  work  is  essential  if  the  Library  is  to  meet  the 
demands  made  upon  it  by  research  and  other  scientific  personnel  of 
the  Department. 

The  Committee  heard  testimony  regarding  the  difficulties  confront¬ 
ing  the  Department  in  providing  adequate  library  services  to  its  field 
personnel,  particularly  those  engaged  in  the  conduct  of  research  which 
has  expanded  greatly  dining  the  past  six  years.  While  recognizing 
the  advantages  of  a  consolidated  Department  library  service  and 
believing  that  it  should  be  continued  to  the  extent  practicable,  the 
Committee  has  no  objection  to  the  Department’s  proposal  that  agen¬ 
cies  requiring  substantial  library  services  in  the  field  be  given  the 
responsibility  of  providing  such  services  to  their  own  employees, 
provided:  (1)  that  this  is  done  only  at  designated  field  locations, 
approved  by  the  Department  Librarian,  where  there  is  a  sufficient 
concentration  of  personnel  to  warrant  such  a  service,  and  (2)  that 
such  services  are  maintained  in  accordance  with  library  policy  and 
standards  prescribed  by  the  Department  Librarian. 

In  concurring  in  this  proposal,  it  is  the  understanding  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  there  is  an  immediate  need  to  maintain  libraries  on  this 
basis  at  the  Department’s  four  utilization  research  laboratories,  the 
Animal  Disease  Laboratory  at  Plum  Island  (and  at  Ames,  Iowa,  when 
the  laboratory  building  is  completed),  the  Forest  Products  Labora¬ 
tory  at  Madison,  Wisconsin,  and  the  forest  experiment  stations. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  organized  on  October  17, 
1933.  Until  1939  it  was  managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation 
with  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation.  In  July  1939  it  was 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s 
Reorganization  Plan  Number  1.  Under  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Charter  Act  of  1948,  it  was  established  as  an  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter. 
The  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling,  lending  and  other  activi¬ 
ties  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities,  their  products,  food, 
seeds,  and  fibers,  for  the  purpose  of  stabilizing,  supporting,  and  pro¬ 
tecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the  maintenance  of  bal- 
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anced  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  commodities;  and  facilitating 
their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation  also  makes  available 
materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with  the  production  and 
marketing  of  such  commodities. 

Also  the  funds  and  facilities  of  the  Corporation  have  been  utilized  to 
carry  out  surplus-disposal  programs  and  other  special  activities  outside 
of  its  regular  functions,  for  which  it  is  authorized  to  be  reimbursed. 
These  special  activities  include  the  International  Wheat  Agreement, 
emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  under  Title  II  of  Public 
Law  480,  sales  for  foreign  currencies  under  Title  I  of  Public  Law  480, 
transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile  under  Title 
II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  grain  for  migratory  waterfowl 
under  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956,  eradication  of  brucellosis  of  cattle  and 
vesicular  exanthema  of  swine,  and  grading  and  classing  of  cotton 
and  tobacco. 

Restoration  of  capital  impairment. — The  Committee  recommends 
$1,435,424,413  for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Corporation 
through  June  30,  1958.  This  is  $324,975,473  less  than  the  1959 
appropriation,  and  is  a  reduction  of  $100,000,000  in  the  1960  estimate. 

A  breakdown  of  the  budget  request  is  as  follows : 

[In  millions] 


Price  support  program: 

Basic  commodities _  $644 

Mandatory  nonbasic  commodities _ _ _  251 

Other  nonbasic  commodities _  101 

Strategic  materials _ : _  11 


Total,  price  supports _  1,  007 

Commodity  export  program _  101 

Special  milk  program _  66 

Interest,  administrative  and  other  (net) _  361 


Total _  1,535 


As  discussed  in  considerable  detail  earlier  in  this  report,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  recommends  a  cut  of  $100,000,000  in  this  item  for  1960.  This 
reduction  is  made  to  encourage  the  Corporation  to  make  greater  efforts 
to  sell  commodities  in  world  markets  at  competitive  prices.  Such  a 
sales  effort  will  result  in  great  savings  in  storage,  interest,  and  han¬ 
dling,  and  will  enable  the  Corporation  to  meet  its  obligations  from 
sales  proceeds  rather  than  from  appropriated  funds. 

Administrative  expenses. — For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  bill  includes 
an  authorization  of  $39,600,000  for  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Corporation.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  1959,  and  is 
a  reduction  of  $5,700,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

From  all  information  available  it  would  appear  that  the  workload 
in  fiscal  year  1959  reached  an  all  time  high.  The  Committee  feels, 
therefore,  that  the  1960  operations  can  be  handled  within  the  same 
administrative  expense  limitation. 

Reimbursement  for  special  activities. — The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$1,268,097,500  is  provided  to  reimburse  CCC  for  the  cost  of  these 
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srograms  through  June  30,  1959.  The  amount  proposed  is  $68,657,311 
ess  than  funds  provided  for  these  activities  through  June  30,  1958. 

A  breakdown  of  funds  provided  for  1959  and  1960  is  as  follows: 


Appropriation, 
1959  (1958 
costs) 

Appropriation, 
1960  (1959  esti¬ 
mated  costs) 

International  Wheat  Agreement _ 

$80,  800. 000 
119,270,000 

1, 033,  515, 000 
82, 250, 335 
18,  506 
19, 390, 100 

1,  510, 870 

$63,  875, 000 
104,  508, 000 
968, 016, 000 
129, 000, 000 
35, 000 
1, 056,  500 
1, 607, 000 

Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples _ _ _ 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies _ 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile.  _ _ _ 

Grain  for  migratory  waterfowl _ _ 

Animal  disease  eradication  activities _ 

Grading  and  classing  activities _ - _ _ _ 

Total  _ 

1,336,754,811 

1,268,097,500 

As  has  been  pointed  out  previously,  these  activities  are  carried  on 
outside  of  the  regular  functions  of  the  Corporation.  Its  funds  and 
facilities  are  used  merely  as  a  convenient  means  of  financing  these 
programs.  They  are  not  related  in  any  way  to  the  price  support 
program  of  the  Corporation. 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

The  Farm  Credit  Administration  provides  supervision,  examination, 
facilities  and  services  to  the  coordinated  system  of  farm  credit  banks 
and  corporations  which  make  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives. 
It  was  originally  created  in  1933  and  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  It  was  reestablished  as  an  independent 
agency  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953. 

The  bill  includes  an  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $2,125,000 
for  the  Farm  Credit  Administration.  This  is  the  same  amount  as 
was  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  as  was  included  in  the  1960 
budget. 

The  bill  also  includes  language  which  authorizes  expenditures  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  liquidation  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
and  the  sale  of  its  mineral  reservations.  All  Government  capital  has 
been  repaid. 

The  administrative  expenses  of  the  intermediate  credit  banks  are 
no  longer  subject  to  Congressional  limitation,  as  provided  by  the 
Farm  Credit  Act  of  1956.  Therefore,  nothing  is  included  in  this  bill 
for  these  institutions. 

General  Provisions 

The  general  provisions  contained  in  the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1959  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  included  in  previous 
appropriation  bills. 

Section  401  authorizes  the  purchase  of  425  passenger  motor  vehicles 
in  fiscal  year  1960  as  compared  to  466  authorized  for  1959.  This  will 
permit  the  replacement  of  423  worn  out  vehicles  and  will  permit  the 
purchase  of  a  new  station  wagon  for  the  Peoria  research  laboratory 
and  a  new  bus  for  the  Plum  Island  research  laboratory. 
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Section  406  includes  new  authority  for  grants  to  institutions  of 
higher  education  and  non-profit  scientific  organizations  for  basic 
scientific  research.  This  authority  was  provided  by  Public  Law 
85-934,  85th  Congress. 

Limitations  and  Legislative  Provisions 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill: 

On  page  3,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Provided,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  from,  the 
Department  of  the  Army  without  reimbursement  land  and 
improvements  at  Orlando,  Florida,  to  be  transferred  pursuant 
to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended: 

On  page  4,  in  connection  with  Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  employed 
under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the 
work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than 
$1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 
fiscal  year  1959  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  in  the  fiscal  year  1960,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Resear ch” . 

On  page  13,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Pro¬ 
gram  : 

Provided  further ,  That  the  proportion  of  the  State  fund  initially 
allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1960  program  shall  not  be 
reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such  fund  for  the  1958  program 
year: 

On  page  16,  in  connection  with  the  School  Lunch  Program: 

Provided  further,  That,  for  additional  payments  to  States  in 
accordance  with  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  for  the  purchase 
of  food,  $48,657 ,248  shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
from  the  funds  available  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  under  section  32 
of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1985. 
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On  page  17,  in  connection  with  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

Provided  further ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000  oj 
the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this 
appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
said  section  32:  Provided  further ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
the  equivalent  of  $1 ,310,000  in  foreign  currencies  derived  from 
sales  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  be  available  for  expenses  of  the 
agricultural  attache  service  and  for  general  operating  expenses' of 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
section  104(a)  of  that  Act. 

On  page  19,  in  connection  with  Conservation  Reserve  Program: 

)  Provided  further,  That  clause  (2)  of  the  fourth  proviso  relating 
to  annual  rental  payments  under  this  head  in  Public  Law  85- 
459  shall  not  be  applicable  to  contracts  hereafter  entered  into. 

On  page  19,  in  connection  with  the  Conservation  Reserve  Pro¬ 
gram: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  may  be  used  to 
enter  into  contracts  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years  or  to  pay 
annual  rentals  in  excess  of  a  fair  rental  value  of  land  placed 
under  contract,  such  fair  rental  value  to  be  based  on  the  actual 
production  diverted  each  year. 
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Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service _  149,076,700  I  143,220,000  151,067,100  +1,990,400  I  +7,847,100 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  38. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  1 38 

7175 


[Report  No.  365] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  15,  1959 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making*  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa * 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  namely: 


I 


L 


2 


DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

5  Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 

6  relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 

7  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 

8  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 

9  work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 

10  $75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 

11  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 

12  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 

13  iamended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

14  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here- 

15  under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 

16  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replace- 

17  ment  only :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder 

18  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code, 

19  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of 

20  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided, 

21  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses 

22  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 

23  for  five  buildings  to  he  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 

24  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
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building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  4 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  eco¬ 
nomics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including  admin¬ 
istration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  sta¬ 
tions;  $63,961,590  :  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  acquire  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  without 
reimbursement  land  and  improvements  at  Orlando,  Florida, 
to  be  transferred  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply 
to  (a)  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the 
Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.O.  113a),  or  (b)  not  to 
exceed  $739,000  for  the  construction  and  alteration  of 
buildings:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  acquire  by  donation  lands  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
struction  thereof; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  oper¬ 
ations  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.O.  1 14b— d) , 
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$48,340,600,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 
use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  con¬ 
ditions  ; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 
products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 
to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $21,135,100; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under 
this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  may  be  used  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  the  fiscal 
year  1960,  the  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise  available  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  cany  into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,708;  and  pay- 
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ments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  ex¬ 
periment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887, 
as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appro¬ 
priations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or 
agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained 


6 

1  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Eesearch 


2  Service”. 

3  Extension  Service 

4  COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

5  Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Eico:  For  pay- 

6  ments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the 

« 

7  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 

8  (7  U.S.C.  341-348)  ,  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 

9  U.S.C.  347a),  $52,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts 
10  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  -205  of  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,495,000; 
in  all,  $53,715,000:  Provided ,  That  funds  hereby  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Eico  prior 
to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for 
expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Eetirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  $5,674,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,491,307. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 

*  .  »  *  r  f  *  ,  *>  ■»  T*-  -  a  ", 

U.S.C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to  co¬ 
ordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,242,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $615,800. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $82,322,000: 
Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur¬ 
chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 

of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system 

,  .  •  »  ,  \ 

and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 

exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
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being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500, 
except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any 
fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  the  construction  of  an}^  such  building  on 
land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has  established  a 
central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and 
genera]  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension 
of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State, 
the  agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
with  any  such  soil  conservation  distinct  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
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(5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which 
shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed 
protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,- 
000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709) , 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
H.  R.  7175 - 2 
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provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes : 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the 
purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  water¬ 
sheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of  super¬ 
visors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1940  (16  U.S.O.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.S.O.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  $75,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said 
Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 
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GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p) ,  $7,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  16,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  faffs  within  the  United 
States,  $241,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1959,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1958,  to 
December  31,  1959,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
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expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  not  to  he  charged  to  such  limitation; 
but  not  more  than  $5,424,200  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 
to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in¬ 
formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1960  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 
water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 
1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including 
administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de¬ 
signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no  change  shall  he 
made  in  such  1960  program  which  will  have  the  effect  in 
any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost¬ 
sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958 
programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended 
by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State  com- 
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mittee:  Provided  further,  That  the  proportion  of  the  State 
fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1960  program 
shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such  fund  for 
the  1958  program  year:  Provided  further,  That  not  to 
exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1960  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the 
recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formu¬ 
lating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than 
technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  ad¬ 
dition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee 
and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per 
centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State, 
or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the 
same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  1960  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  for  conservation 
practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  ap¬ 
proved  watersheds:  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers, 
lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil- 
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terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation, 
or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary 
or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 
violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the 
use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legisla¬ 
tion  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  TJ.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  con- 
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nected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.O.  565a  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting 
any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  two 
buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $15,044,500:  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any 
expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payments  to  States,  $24,862,600,  including  not  to 
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exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623  (b)),  $1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.O.  1751-1760), 
$110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of 
said  Act:  Provided  further,  That,  for  additional  payments 
to  States  in  accordance  with  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
for  the  purchase  of  food,  $43,657,248  shall  be  transferred 
to  this  appropriation  from  the  funds  available  in  the  fiscal 
year  1959  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935. 
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Fobeign  Agkictjltukal  Seeyice 

SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and 
for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766),  $3,518,300:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged 
with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses 
of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  said  section  32 :  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  $1,310,000  in  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  derived  from  sales  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
and  made  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall 
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be  available  for  expenses  of  the  agricultural  attache  service 
and  for  general  operating  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricul¬ 
tural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  section  104  (a) 
of  that  Act. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1-1 7a) ,  $909,500. 

Soil  Bank  Program 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve 
program,  $310,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$18,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses,  of 
which  not  less  than  $14,400,000  may  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  ‘‘Local  administration,  section  388, 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into 
contracts  with  producers  which,  together  with  contracts 
already  entered  into,  would  require  payments  to  producers 
(including  the  cost  of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of 
$325,000,000  in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of 
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applymg  this  limitation,  practice  payments  shall  he  charge¬ 
able  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided 
further ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  used  to  enter 
into  contracts  to  pay  compensation  to  any  individual  or 
corporation  in  excess  of  $3,000  per  annum:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  con¬ 
tract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments 
to  participants:  Provided  further,  That  clause  (2)  of  the 
fourth  proviso  relating  to  annual  rental  payments  under  this 
head  in  Public  Law  85-459  shall  not  be  applicable  to  con¬ 
tracts  hereafter  entered  into:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  these  funds  may  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years  or  to  pay  annual  rentals 
in  excess  of  a  fair  rental  value  of  land  placed  under  con¬ 
tract,  such  fair  rental  value  to  he  based  on  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  diverted  each  year. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $39,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,886,300  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “ Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 
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SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  TJ.S.C.  1101-1161) ,  $71,500,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (including  trans¬ 
fers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  payments  to 
sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,297,426. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  TJ.S.C.  901-924), 
as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  he  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $136,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $79,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
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of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O. 
1001,  note;  31  U.S.O.  82h;  12  U.S.O.  371;  35  D.C.  Code 
535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40 
U.S.O.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.O.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facili¬ 
ties  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid 
areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.O.  1471-1483) , 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Bural 
Behabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.O.  440^44)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
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(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 
water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 
719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 
from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and 
prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise 
distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to 
entrymen  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $2,000,000:  Pro- 
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1  vided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 

2  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 

3  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 

4  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

5  Act,  1952 :  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not 

6  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 

7  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 

8  required  during  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  existing 

9  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the 

10  loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 

11  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be 

12  available  for  loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV 

13  of  such  Act,  as  amended. 

14  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

15  For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 

16  mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 

17  prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm- 

18  ers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  ex- 

19  penses,  $30,300,000,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 

20  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 

21  charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of 

22  section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 

23  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the 

24  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,115,300. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
$2,881,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,431,665,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
fanners’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the 
Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $900,000. 
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TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1958,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-l),  $1,435,424,413. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $39,600,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis- 
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trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
$1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only 
to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  he  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract 
or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1959  (in- 

it  f  .• 

chiding  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows:  (1) 

,  f  t  v  ,  ,  *  f* 

$63,875,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act 
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of  1949,  as  amended  (7  TJ.S.C.  1641-1642)  ;  (2)  $104,- 
508,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 
relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Act  of 
July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703,  1721-1724)  ; 
(3)  $968,016,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Act 
of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1701-1709)  ;  (4) 
$35,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.O.  442-446)  ; 
(5)  $129,000,000  for  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter 
or  exchange  of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and 
transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  ;  (6) 
$1,056,500  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Diseases  of 
animals  and  poultry”  pursuant  to  authority  contained  under 
such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1959;  and  (7)  $1,607,- 
000  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  research 
and  service”  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  31,  1951  (7 
U.S.C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  with¬ 
out  charge  to  producers,  as  authorized  by  law  (7  U.S.C. 
473a,  51  Id) . 
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TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided ,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  twenty-five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
four  hundred  and  twenty-three  shall  be  for  replacement 
only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
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1  the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 

2  under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

3  Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 

4  culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 

5  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 

6  (5  U.S.O.  2131). 

7  Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 

8  Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 

9  of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 

10  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 

11  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 

12  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 

13  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
Id  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

15  Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  m  or 
1®  incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
IT  domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro- 
1®  priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 

19  twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 

20  outside  of  the  United  States. 

21  Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria- 

22  tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au- 

23  thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
2d  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat. 
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1793) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  or  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
pubbcity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1960”. 
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tion  bill.  House  committee  reported 
use  committee  reported  bill  to  ex- 
an^  discussed  farm  bill.  Rep.  Wolf 
school  lunch  program,  special  milk 
surplus  foods  to  needy  and  to  estab- 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Began  and  concluded  debate  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  7175.  The  bill  had  been  reported  without  amendment  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  during  recess,  May  15  (H.  Rept.  365) .  At  the  request  of 
Rep,  McCormack  passage  of  the  bill  was  postponed  until  Wed.,  May  20,  pp.  7445- 
88,  (Attached  to  this  Digest  are  excerpts  from  the  committee  report.) 


Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Michel,  53  to  95,  to  reduce  the  1960  forward  authorization  for  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  Program  from  $250  million  to  $100  million,  pp.  7476-9 
By  Rep,  Byrnes,  Wis.,  51  to  89,  to  provide  that  no  part  of  any  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  soil  building  and  soil  and  water  conserving  practices  shall  be  used 
to  make  small-payment  increases,  pp,  7479-80 

By  Rep.  Vanik,  to  strike  out  a  proviso  that  no  part  of  AMS  funds  shall  be 
available  for  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  com¬ 
mercial  crop.  pp.  7481-2 

By  Rep.  Avery,  49  to  59,  to  provide  that  no  part  of  CCC  funds  shall  be  used 
to  process  a  commodity  loan  in  excess  of  $50,000.  pp.  7484-7 

By  Rep.  Vanik,  to  provide  that  the  fair  rental  value  of  land  under  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  shall  also  be  '’based  upon  its  reasonable  market 
value  as  agricultural  land.”  p.  7487 


By  Rep.  Vanik,  to  strike  out  Sec.  405  of  the  bill,  which  provides  that, 
except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to  research  or  experimental 
work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  bill  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured 
from  commodities  or  materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States,  pp. 

7487-8 

Pending  at  adjournment  was  a  motion  by  Rep.  Taber  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  with  instructions  to  report  it  back  with  an  amendment 
providing  that  no  part  of  CCC  funds  shall  be  used  to  process  a  commodity  loan 
in  excess  of  $50,000.  p.  7488 


GENERAL  GOVEiWMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  The  Appropriations  Co^ 
mittee  reported  without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  7176  (H.  R?pt.  366).  p.  7509 

REORGANIZATION.  Toe  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R 
5140,  to  extend  thd\Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (H.  Reptj/367).  p.  7509 

CLAIMS.  Passed  as  reputed  H.  R.  6000,  to  amend  title/28  of  the  U.  S.  Code  so  as 
to  increase  the  limit  for  administrative  settlement /of  claims  against  the  U.  S. 
under  the  tort  claims  procedure  from  $1000  to  $2000.  p.  7424 

MAIL  CHARGES.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  5212,  t a/reduce  the  existing  minimum 
charge  on  pieces  of  third-clase  mail  of  odd  sizes  and  shapes  from  6  cents  to 
3%  cents,  p.  7425 

CONTRACTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R-/4060,  to  eliminate  all  responsibility 
of  the  Government  for  fixing  dates  dn  wj/ich  the  period  of  limitation  for  filing 
suits  against  Miller  Act  payment  boncUj/commences  to  run  on  most  Federal  con¬ 
struction  projects,  p.  7425 

HOUSING.  Rep.  Herlong  inserted  an/axplanat^on  and  analysis  of  H.  R.  7117,  the 
housing  bill  for  1959,  which  includes  a  provision  extending  the  farm  housing 
research  program  for  2  years,  dntil  June  30,  1^961,  and  authorizes  appropriations 
of  $50,000  for  each  year  forythis  program.  pp\ 7495-8 

FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  ReceiyAd  from  the  Interstate  £nd  Foreign  Commerce  Committer 
a  report  on  the  use  of  f/reign  currencies  by  that  committee  between  July  1  and 
Dec.  31,  1958.  p.  750f 

EDUCATION;  TAXATION. /Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  a  proposed  bill  "to  dis¬ 
continue  Federal  s/ants  for  vocational  education  and  for  construction  of  waste 
treatment  facilities,  and  to  reduce  the  Federal  excise  tax\>n  local  telephone 
service  to  assLAt  the  States  in  assuming  financial  responsibility  for  these  pro¬ 
grams";  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  p.  7509 

AREA  REDEVQsOFMENT.  As  reported  (see  Digest  77),  S.  722  provides  \s  follows: 
Creates  an  Area  Redevelopment  Administration  as  a  separate  agency  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch.  Authorizes  this  agency  to  designate  industrial  and  rur^I  redevelop¬ 
ment  </e as  (a  rural  area  being  any  county  (1)  which  is  among  the  500  counties 
rank/ng  lowest  in  level  of  living  of  farm-operator  families  or  (2)  whickis 
am^ng  the  500  counties  having  the  highest  percentage  of  commercial  farmsCroduc- 
iyg  less  than  $2,500  worth  of  products  for  sale  annually) .  Authorizes  the\ 
/Agency  to  make  loans  for  industrial  projects  in  industrial  redevelopment  arehs 
out  of  a  revolving  fund  of  $75  million,  and  to  make  loans  for  industrial  projects 
in  rural  redevelopment  areas  out  of  another  $75  million  revolving  fund  (these  \ 
funds  to  be  provided  by  appropriation).  Authorizes  the  agency  to  make  loans  ana 
grants  for  constructing  or  improving  public  facilities,  or  for  purchasing  or 
developing  land  for  public  facility  usage,  in  redevelopment  areas.  Vests 


Agriculture  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  to  estab? 

«  food  stamp  plan;  to  Agriculture  Committee,  Remarks  of  author,  pp.  7>£K)3- 

v6. 

32*  FORSJSTS,  H,  J.  Res*  396,  by  Rep,  McGovern,  to  provide  for  the  acceleration  of 
theyarious  reforestation  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  anra  the 
Deparkjnent  of  the  Interior;  to  Agriculture  Committee, 

33,  SUGAR,  H\R.  7208,  by  Rep,  Saund,  to  amend  section  301(c)(2)  of  fcfie  Sugar  Act 

of  1948  to\require  that  certain  producers  of  sugar  beets  who  atte  also  processors 
of  sugar  beets  shall  pay  for  sugar  beets  purchased  by  them  from  any  other  pro¬ 
ducer  at  rates  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to/oe  fair  and  reason¬ 
able;  to  Agriculture  Committee, 

-0- 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS : 

,«May  19:  Wheat  bill,  H.  Agriculture  (exec  -  full  commit^e)  . 

„ J  Establishment  of  Youth  Conservation  Corps,  S,  Labor ymid  Public  Welfare  (Cliff 
and  Crafts,  FS,  to  answer\ouestions) 

May  20:  Addition  of  lands  to  Bo^se  and  Payette  Foists,  S,  Interior  (Crafts,  FS, 
to  answer  questions) , 

May  21:  Two  private  bills  on  landVdjustments,/S.  Agriculture  (Florance  and 
Swarthout,  FS,  to  answer  quest  urns) , 

June  1:  Transfer  of  acreage  allotments,  etcX  H,  Agriculture  (McLain  to  testify) . 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  i960 

Benefits  to  General  Public 

"Included  in  the  budget  submission  to  the  Committee  were  requests  for  large 
sums  for  activities  of  the  Government  which  are  only  slightly  relate  to  t  e 
farmer.  Unfortunately,  many  leaders,  speakers,  and  members  of  the  press,  re- 
quently  lump  all  funds  of  the  Department  together  when  discussing  the  price 
support  program.  They  overlook  the  fact  that  the  funds  for  the  Department  in¬ 
clude  amounts  for  many  other  activities  which  are  not  directly  related  to  t  at 
program.  Even  payments  under  the  Sugar  Act,  where  costs  are  more  than  covere 
by  collections  from  processing  taxes,  and  loan  authorizations,  where  the 
amounts  are  repaid  with  interest,  have  frequently  been  claimed  as  part  of  the 
annual  expense  to  the  Government  for  price  supports. 

"In  the  opinion  of  the  Subcommittee,  at  most  only  the  appropriations  for 
restoration  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  should 
be  considered  as  the  direct  cost  of  price  supports  for  the  farmer.  For  fiscal  — l 
year  1960,  the  bill  carries  $1,435,424,413  for  this  purpose.  This  would  be 
much  less  if  a  proper  sales  program  had  been  in  effect.  Of  this  amount,  over 
50  percent  is  paid  to  non-farm  individuals  for  the  cost  of  storage,  handling, 
interest,  transportation,  and  administration. 

"While  there  are  mixed  benefits  from  most  of  the  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  many  of  them  are  of  more  benefit  to  the  general  public  than  to  the  farmer. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  Subcommittee,  the  following  activities  of  the  Department 
are  of  primary  benefit  to  the  general  public  and  should  not  be  charged  exclu¬ 
sively  to  the  farmer:  (1)  Improvement  and  protection  of  public  health,  includ¬ 
ing  home  economics  research,  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control,  meat 
and  poultry  inspection,  school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs,  and  donations 
to  schools,  institutions  and  needy  people;  (2)  International  relations  and 
National  defense,  including  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  donations  to  Veterans 
Administration  and  Defense  Department,  donations  to  needy  people  abroad.  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement,  emergency  famine  relief,  sales  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  (Public  Law  480),  and  bartered  materials  for  stockpile;  (3)  Regulation 
and  improvement  of  marketing,  including  all  marketing  research  and  regulatory 
activities,  market  inspection,  grading,  classing  and  standards,  agricultural 
estimates,  market  news  services,  freight  rate  services,  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Authority  and  the  Farmers  Cooperative  Service;  and  (4)  Conservation  of  natural 
resources,  including  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  watershed  protection,  flood 
prevention,  Great  Plains  program,  and  Agricultural  Conserattion  program. 

"The  amount  included  in  the  bill  for  these  four  major  categories  of  expense, 
which  benefit  every  person  in  the  Nation,  is  over  $2.2  billion.  This  is  ap¬ 
proximately  56  percent  of  the  total  amount  of  appropriations  carried  in  the  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1960." 

The  Current  Situation  in  Agriculture 

"Even  with  the  figures  placed  in  proper  perspective,  the  situation  in  agri¬ 
culture  does  not  present  a  good  picture. 

"The  year  1958  was  another  year  of  general  overproduction,  beyond  that 
necessary  for  domestic  and  foreign  markets.  Such  overproduction  is  expensive 
to  the  Government,  to  the  farmer,  and  to  all  concerned. 

"There  was  a  slight  improvement  in  the  general  farm  income  in  1958.  However, 
this  resulted  largely  from  improved  livestock  prices  as  a  result  of  restocking 
Western  ranges  and  from  direct  payments  to  farmers  of  over  $1  billion  from  the 
Treasury  for  Soil  Bank  and  other  Federal  programs.  It  also  included  some  in¬ 
come  for  December,  1958,  which  normally  would  have  been  carried  into  1959. 
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"Despite  this,  the  general  situation  seems  to  be  deteriorating,  as  the  prices 
of  farm  commodities  continue  to  go  down  and  the  costs  of  farm  production  con¬ 
tinue  to  increase,  and  acreage  is  rented  and  CCC  holdings  continue  to  increase. 
Further,  the  take  of  those  between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer  continues  to  in¬ 
crease  as  fast  as  farm  prices  go  down  --  and  the  consumer  pays  more  and  more. 

"The  year  1958  resulted  in  one  of  the  greatest  production  records  in  history. 
In  fact,  one  of  Che  major  reasons  for  the  slight  farm  income  increase  in  1958 
was  the  sale  of  these  extra  units  which  were  produced  by  farmers  in  their  effort 
to  offset  price  reductions. 

"Notwithstanding  the  much  lower  price-support  levels  in  effect  in  1958,  and 
notwithstanding  the  payment  of  over  $800  million  to  take  acreage  out  of  produc¬ 
tion,  crop  production  in  1958  was  the  highest  on  record.  And,  the  record  shows 
that  CCC  investment  and  holdings  continue  to  grow.  It  is  estimated  that  under 
present  policies  they  will  exceed  $9  billion  by  June  30,  1959  and  may  reach 
$10.5  billion  by  June  30,  1960. 

"While  it  is  doubtless  true  that  favorable  weather  was  a  factor,  this  pro¬ 
duction  record  follows  a  continuing  trend  in  spite  of  price- support  reductions 
and  efforts  to  control  production  by  restricting  and  renting  of  acreage.  In 
fact,  the  Subcommittee  believes  that  1958  shows  that  acreage  reductions  no 
longer  work,  either  by  restrictions  or  by  renting  acreage  under  the  Soil  Bank. 

*  *  * 

"Since  1956,  the  Soil  Bank  has  cost  the  Federal  Government  nearly  $2^  billion. 
As  pointed  out?  previously,  it  has  had  little,  if  any,  effect  toward  reducing 
production.  The  acreage  reserve,  costing  $1.7  billions,  was  junked  this  year  on 
the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  and  the  President. 

"The  conservation  reserve  section  of  the  Soil  Bank  reaches  relatively  few 
farmers  —  only  125,000  in  1957-58  —  and  has  committed  the  Federal  Government 
to  some  $700  million  to  date;  and  we  are  obligated  to  honor  some  contracts  for 
10  to  15  years  longer.  This  program  has  had  no  real  effect  on  production.  In 
addition,  the  hearings  disclose  many  examples  of  lax  handling  and  wasteful 
practices. 

"The  Subcommittee  recognizes  that  it  is  not  only  to  the  interest  of  the 
farmers,  the  Treasury,  and  the  Nation,  that  farm  production  be  brought  in  line 
with  that  needed  for  domestic  and  foreign  markets,  but  that  it  is  absolutely 
necessary.  A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  are  convinced,  however, 
that  each  succeeding  year  proves  that  merely  reducing  support  prices  or  renting 
acreage  will  not  bring  about  the  necessary  reduced  production.  The  record 
proves  that  this  approach  will  not  bring  about  the  needed  result." 

Latest  Revision  of  Parity  Index 

"On  January  30,  1959,  the  Department  reduced  farm  price  supports  an  additional 
$180  to  $200  million  by  lowering  the  parity  index  another  3  percent.  This  was 
another  step  which  will  do  little  except  reduce  farm  income. 

"The  records  of  the  Department  indicate  that  this  very  drastic  revision  was 
based  on  only  fragmentary  information  obtained  through  a  sample  survey  of  about 
12,000  farms  in  some  300  counties.  This  represents  about  one-fourth  of  1  percent 
of  the  farm  families  in  a  little  over  10  percent  of  the  counties  in  the  United 
States." 


Recommendations  of  the  Department 

"Believing  the  situation  sufficiently  serious  to  call  for  the  help  of  all, 
the  Committee  requested  the  Secretary  and  the  Department  to  submit  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  all  the  changes  in  existing  law  which  he  and  the  Department  believe  are 
needed.  The  Secretary  acceded  to  our  request.  This  presentation  may  be  found 


at  pages  3019  to  3062,  Volume  4,  of  the  hearings.  A  majority  of  the  Subcommittee 
differs  with  the  views  and  recommendations.  However,  we  do  appreciate  his  co¬ 
operation.  Until  this  time  it  has  not  been  completely  clear  as  to  just  what 
specific  changes  in  law  the  Secretary  and  the  Department  endorsed.  We  asked 
that  the  recommendations  be  in  bill  form  so  that  there  could  be  no  misunderstand¬ 
ing  as  to  the  exact  intent. 

"Specifically,  the  Secretary  recommends  that  he  be  given  discretion  by  legis¬ 
lation  to  set  price  supports  for  wheat,  peanuts,  and  tobacco  as  low  as  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  price  received  for  the  preceding  three  years.  Also,  he 
would  provide  for  relaxing  all  controls  within  a  few  years. 

"The  record  for  the  past  six  years,  and  particularly  for  1958,  where,  with 
an  average  20  percent  reduction  in  price  supports,  we  find  a  greatly  increased 
production,  certainly  should  indicate  where  such  a  course  leads.  We  do  appre¬ 
ciate  the  cooperation  of  the  Secretary  in  making  the  submission.  We  do  retain 
our  differences,  for  we  believe  acreage  controls  are  no  longer  effective.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  our  belief  that  to  remove  all  controls  as  has  been  done  this  year 
with  corn,  which  has  led  to  an  estimated  increase  in  planted  acres  from  72 
million  to  90  million  acres,  will  only  further  aggravate  the  situation. 

"Also  recommended  was  authority  to  reduce  price  supports  on  wheat  to  $1.60 
per  bushel.  In  the  Secretary's  words  ’such  level  should  lead  to  using  200  to  ( 
300  million  bushels  of  wheat  annually  for  feed  Apparently,  the  Secretary 

sincerely  believes  this  would  not  displace  present  use  of  corn  or  other  feeds 
but  would  be  absorbed  in  more  feeding  to  livestock.  This  certainly  seems  highly 
doubtful. 

"It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Department  says  this  much  wheat  would  feed  11.3 
million  cows  for  a  year  or  16.8  million  hogs  per  year.  (Page  2340,  Volume  4, 
of  the  hearings.) 

"What  that  would  do  to  livestock  farmers,  we  believe  is  apparent. 

"The  Secretary  further  recommends  continuing  and  increasing  the  size  and 
scope  of  the  Soil  Bank.  As  the  Committee  has  pointed  out,  the  acreage  reserve, 
where  highly  productive  acreage  was  rented,  has  been  abolished  because  the 
President,  the  Secretary,  the  Department,  and  the  Congress,  after  spending 
$1.7  billion,  have  all  agreed  it  was  no  answer. 

"In  view  of  that  experience,  it  is  hard  to  understand  how  anyone  could  be¬ 
lieve  that  renting  second  rate  land  under  the  conservation  reserve  could  make 
any  real  dent  in  production.  Actually  if  the  law  authorize  the  rental  of  all  ' 
the  275  million  acres  of  the  2.6  million  small  farms,  which  represent  56  percent 
of  the  total  farms  of  the  nation,  to  be  put  in  the  Soil  Bank,  this  would  retire 
only  9.1  percent  of  total  commercial  production.  And  that  would  be  contingent 
upon  the  larger  producers  not  increasing  their  production.  If  such  lands  were 
rented  at  $10  per  acre,  this  would  cost  $2.75  billion  annually. 

"If  on  the  other  hand  whole  farms  were  not  rented,  but  only  part  of  each  farm 
were  retired,  under  present  conditions  the  individual  farmer  could  take  his  rent 
money,  buy  more  fertilizer  and  better  seed  and  increase  his  total  production. 

"Also  recommended  was  an  increase  in  the  Public  Law  480  program  —  sales  for 
foreign  currencies.  At  best  this  is  only  an  adjunct  to  our  foreign  aid  program 
and  does  little  to  regain  markets,  increase  use,  or  solve  our  basic  problem  in 
Agriculture.  Reports  from  the  Department  show  the  Department  doesn't  even  know 
the  price  at  which  these  commodities  are  resold  in  the  respective  foreign 
countries. " 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

"For  the  farm  program  to  have  ever  worked,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
which  handles  the  price  support  program,  would  have  had  to  use  its  authority 
to  sell  its  commodities  in  world  markets  at  competitive  prices.  The  Secretary 


agrees  this  authority  has  always  existed.  (Page  12,  Part  1,  of  the  hearings.) 
This  is  necessary  to  keep  U.  S.  commodities  available  to  our  customers,  to  pre¬ 
vent  expanded  production  in  foreign  lands  and  to  protect  the  Treasury." 

Competitive  Sales  Authorized 

"The  law  provides  and  always  has  provided  for  such  sales.  The  law  contem¬ 
plates  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  obtain  its  money  to  finance 
its  operations  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  from  such  sales.  For  years,  how¬ 
ever,  the  Department  and  the  Corporation  failed  to  follow  that  course.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  damage  done  U.  S.  producers  by  holding  this  umbrella  over  foreign 
production,  the  ill  effect  on  the  Corporation  and  the  Treasury  has  been  tre¬ 
mendous. 

"In  January,  1953,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was  a  $6.75  billion 
Corporation  holding  $2.5  billion  worth  of  commodities  and  loans.  During  1953, 
1954,  and  much  of  1955,  the  Corporation  and  the  Department  refused  to  sell  com¬ 
petitively  and  thereby  finance  itself  by  such  sale  of  commodities.  On  January  1, 
1956,  the  Corporation’s  holdings  had  increased  from  $2.5  billion  to  $8.7  billion. 

"Since  the  Corporation  did  not  have  the  proceeds  from  these  sales  on  which  to 
operate,  the  Department  requested  authority  to  increase  borrowings  from  the 
Treasury.  Congress  approved,  and  by  January,  1956,  the  Corporation’s  capital 
authorization  had  grown  from  $6.75  billion  to  $12  billion. 

"During  this  period,  the  Committee  frequently  pointed  out  the  failure  of  the 
Department  to  sell  commodities  on  a  competitive  basis  throughout  the  world.  It 
pointed  out  that  this  huge  corporation,  under  the  control  of  the  Department,  was 
busy  taking  in  commodities,  but  had  no  sales  organization  or  sales  manager.  This 
Committee  directed  that  the  Corporation  set  up  a  sales  organization  with  a  sales 
manager.  The  position  has  been  filled  by  a  very  able  person.  However,  a  check 
of  the  minutes  of  the  CCC  Board  of  Directors  clearly  demonstrates that  the  sales 
manager  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  little  if  any  influence  in  policy 
determinations.  On  occasion  he  has  been  virtually  a  salesman,  but  without  au¬ 
thority  to  sell.  The  worst  example  of  this  is  cotton  this  year  when  the  sales 
manager  was  directed  not  to  sell  competitively. 

"The  Committee  would  point  out  again  that  this  failure  to  sell  competitively 
in  world  markets  not  only  has  invited  expansion  in  foreign  production,  it  also 
has  increased  storage  and  handling  costs  to  the  Corporation  and  thereby  to  the 
Government.  Further,  where  proceeds  of  sale  of  these  commodities  would  have  been 
available  to  operate  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the  failure  to  sell  has 
increased  the  cost  of  the  Department.  The  Congress  has  had  to  increase  the  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Thus  the  Department's 
policies  have  resulted  in  a  larger  corporation  at  much  greater  cost  to  the 
Government . 

"It  is  now  readily  agreed  that  the  authority  to  sell  competitively  in  world 
markets  has  always  existed.  Insofar  as  other  commodities  are  concerned  there  is 
no  law  requiring  competitive  sales;  but  the  obligation  of  the  officials  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  the  American  people,  and  their  obligations  as 
officials  of  that  Corporation,  would  require  that  commodities  on  hand  be  sold  in 
world  markets  competitively." 

Competitive  Sales  Directed  by  Law 

"Failure  to  sell  led  to  such  hugo^  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  holdings,  in¬ 
creased  the  cost  of  government  to  such  degree  and  held  an  umbrella  over  foreign 
producers  (who  to  a  great  degree  were  American,  financially)  that  in  1956  Con¬ 
gress  passed  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  directly  requiring  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  the  CCC  to  sell  cotton  in  world  markets  at  such  price  as  may  be 
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necessary  to  reestablish  and  maintain  the  United  States'  fair  share  of  world 
markets.  The  Secretary  and  officials  of  the  Department  agree  that  during  the 
currentyear  the  Department  has  not  offered  cotton  competitively  for  a  variety 
of  reasons.  The  Comptroller  General,  in  an  opinion  which  is  to/fwmd  on  page 
2365,  Part  4  of  the  hearings,  states  that  this  failure  was  in  violation  of  the 
law.  The  Comptroller  General  states: 

This  action,  in  our  opinion,  does  not  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  (7  U.  S.  C. 

1853)  . 

"It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  failure  to  sell,  as  authorized  by  law  for  other 
commodities  and  as  directed  by  law  and  in  violation  of  law,  insofar  as  cotton  is 
concerned,  has  contributed  substantially  to  the  increased  size  and  present  in¬ 
vestment  of  the  CCC.  Had  the  Department  offered  cotton  competitively  this  year 
and  sold  cotton  up  to  the  point  of  our  normal  share  of  world  markets,  enormous 
benefits  would  have  accrued  to  the  American  cotton  producer  in  removing  the  in¬ 
centive  for  foreign  expansion.  In  addition,  the  CCC  would  have  had  more  than 
one  hundred  million  dollars  of  sales  receipts  to  use  for  its  general  operation. 
These  millions  of  dollars  on  hand  would  have  reduced  by  that  amount  the  necessary 
borrowing  of  the  Corporation,  which  is  the  other  means  for  the  Corporation  to  '  j 
meet  its  obligations. 

"The  Committee  is  advised  that  a  meeting  of  the  International  Cotton  Advisory 
Committee  is  to  be  held  here  May  14-22.  We  strongly  urge  that  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1956  which  directs  'competitive  sales  to  the  point  of  restoring  and  main¬ 
taining  the  U.  S.  fair  share  of  world  markets'  be  clearly  pointed  out  at  such 
meeting.  We  believe  this  necessary  to  prevent  future  misunderstandings." 

Proceeds  Should  Be  Used  To  Finance  CCC  Operations 

"The  Committee,  in  its  efforts  to  have  this  Corporation  meet  its  financial 
needs  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  from  sale  of  commodities,  and  in  its  efforts 
to  reduce  the  need  of  the  Corporation  to  ask  the  Congress  for  appropriations  or 
increased  borrowing  authority,  has  reduced  the  requested  funds  for  restoration 
of  capital  impairment  of  the  Corporation  by  $100  million.  This  amount  can  be 
obtained  by  a  return  to  competitive  sales,  as  directed  by  the  lax$. 

"The  Committee  has  perhaps  waited  far  too  long  to  take  this  type  of  drastic 
action  to  force  the  Corporation  to  sell  its  commodities,  reduce  its  storage 
costs,  and  meet  its  operating  needs  to  the  fullest  possible  extent  from  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  sales.  The  Committee  expects  to  review  future  action  or  lack  of  action 
of  this  Corporation  and  expects  to  insist  that  this  approach  be  fully  utilized, 
so  that  capital  impairment  restorations  can  be  limited  to  losses  from  sales. 

In  its  opinion,  the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Corporation  should  be  used  only 
as  funds  from  sales  fail  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Corporation." 

Meeting  Increased  Needs  For  Services 

"Many  Members  of  Congress  and  non-Government  witnesses  appeared  before  the 
Committee  again  *  this  year  in  support  of  various  activities  of  importance  to 
Agriculture.  Some  of  these  activities  were  included  in  the  1960  Budget  and  are 
provided  for  in  the  accompanying  appropriation  bill.  Many  of  them,  however, 
were  not  in  the  Budget  and  could  not  be  included  in  the  bill. 

"It  appears  to  the  Committee  that  many  of  these  projects  have  merit  and 
should  be  given  further  consideration  by  the  Department  in  working  out  its  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  year  1960. 
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'The  Committee  recognizes  that  there  is  an  ever-increasing  demand  for  research, 
extension,  marketing  services,  and  other  functions  performed  by  the  Department, 

It  aleo  recognizes  that  under  present  conditions  there  is  a  practical  limit  to 
the  amount  of  funds  which  can  be  provided  for  these  activities  each  year.  There¬ 
fore,  to  make  it  possible  to  take  on  new  and  more  promising  lines  of  work  from 
time -to- time,  within  annual  appropriation  limitations,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
Department  consider  several  courses  of  action, 

"First,  it  should  review  carefully  present  work  underway  and  discontinue 
activities  which  have  become  of  marginal  value.  This  is  especially  important  in 
the  research  field,  since  results  are  hard  to  measure  and  the  particular  value 
in  some  instances  is  hard  to  determine, 

"Also,  it  should  redirect  present  activities  in  the  direction  of  the  new  needs 
to  be  met.  It  is  essential  that  the  programs  of  the  Department  be  kept  flexible 
in  order  to  meet  the  ever-changing  demands  of  a  growing  and  changing  Agriculture. 

"Further,  it  should  adopt  a  program  of  contractual  arrangements  on  a  coopera¬ 
tive  basis  with  private  industry  wherever  possible.  This  type  of  arrangement 
could  be  particularly  effective  in  the  field  of  research.  The  Department  could 
greatly  expand  its  work  within  existing  funds  by  arranging  for  private  organiza¬ 
tions  interested'  in  certain  lines  of  work  to  finance  a  portion  of  the  cost  and  to 
participate  directly  in  the  projects  undertaken. 

"This  should  have  benefits  both  to  the  Government  and  to  the  cooperating 
organizations.  It  should  enable  the  cooperating  organizations  to  exercise  closer 
direction  over  the  work  being  done  to  make  certain  that  the  results  meet  their 
needs.  It  would  also  enable  the  Department  to  satisfy  more  of  the  demands  made 
upon  it.  Further,  the  close  association  with  representatives  of  private  industry 
should  be  of  value  to  the  Government  personnel  involved. 

"The  Committee  realizes  that,  in  the  final  analysis,  it  is  a  matter  of  de¬ 
termination  by  the  Department  as  to  the  relative  importance  of  the  additional 
projects,  as  compared  to  work  already  underway.  Such  determinations  must  be 
made  by  the  Department  eadh  year  in  planning  and  operating  its  programs  within 
funds  available.  Since  it  does  not  seem  reasonable  to  assume  that  all  new  needs 
should  be  met  by  providing  additional  funds  year  after  year  to  meet  these  new 
needs,  it  becomes  increasingly  essential  that  the  Department  give  consideration 
to  the  proposals  outlined  above  as  a  means  of  meeting  the  problem." 

Additional  Research  Facilities 


"One  of  the  chief  costs  to  cotton  producers  back  through  the  years  has  been 
the  damage  by  boll  weevil.  It  is  estimated  that  the  boll  weevil  damage  through 
the  years  has  totaled  many  billions  of  dollars.  Recognizing  this  situation  last 
year  the  Committee  provided  funds  and  directed  the  Department  to  make  a  thorough 
study  and  present  recommendations  to  the  Committee  for  a  research  program  and 
laboratory  to  work  on  this  problem  of  the  boll  weevil. 

"The  Department  set  up  a  special  committee  to  make  this  investigation.  The 
special  committee  made  such  investigation  and  did  a  fine  job  of  presenting  the 
needs  in  this  field.  The  special  committee  made  recommendations  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  We  had  hoped  by  this  time  to  have  firm  plans  submitted  to  the  Committee. 
However,  the  Department  has  not  yet  reached  any  conclusions  on  such  recommenda¬ 
tions,  and  has  made  no  recommendations  to  this  Committee.  It  has  no  concrete 
plans  at  the  present  time. 

"While  the  Committee  strongly  supports  the  necessity  for  such  research 
laboratory  and  research,  it  is  in  the  position  of  not  having  concrete  proposals, 
plans,  nor  recommendations  from  the  Department.  The  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  Subcommittee  do  not  feel  they  are  in  position  to  provide  funds  prior  to  a 
firm  conclusion  by  the  Department,  supported  by  a  submission  of  detailed  plans 
for  construction  and  operation  of  such  laboratory.  Though  we  have  not  provided 
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funds  in  this  bill,  in  view  of  the  circumstances,  we  strongly  urge  the  Department 
to  proceed  to  make  a  firm  determination  in  this  matter,  and  submit  its  plans  in 
detail  to  the  subcommittee. 

’Also,  last  year  this  Subcommittee  called  on  the  Department  to  make  investi¬ 
gations  as  to  need  for  further  soil  and  water  conservation  research  throughout 
the  Nation.  In  this  field,  too,  the  Department  appointed  a  special  committee 
to  make  such  a  study.  The  special  committee  in  turn  submitted  its  proposals  to 
the  Department  for  review.  The  Department  referred  a  copy  of  such  study  to  the 
subcommittee  without  comment  or  recommendation. 

"The  special  committee  report  proposes  construction  and  equipping  of  11  new 
research  facilities  and  the  expansion  of  28  existing  research  stations.  It 
further  proposes  increases  in  annual  operating  funds  for  66  existing  locations. 

It  proposes  a  major  construction  program  of  $20  to  $25  millions  —  and  this  cost 
may  be  much  higher  when  firm  estimates  are  developed.  It  also  proposes  to  add 
$19  to  $20  million  annually  to  the  operating  costs  of  the  Department. 

"The  report  appears  to  the  Committee  to  be  primarily  a  catalogue  of  all  of 
the  needs  throughout  the  Country  wheh  can  possibly  be  foreseen.  Actually  it 
appears  to  include  everything  that  everyone  in  every  area  of  the  Nation  wants, 
without  any  priority  listing  or  supporting  evidence  of  need.  ( 

"In  the  absence  of  firm  recommendations  from  the  Department,  and  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  budget  estimates  supporting  such  a  program,  or  any  portion  thereof,  the 
Committee  has  not  acted  on  the  findings  in  this  report.  The  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  trust  that  this  report  will  have  further  study  by  the  Department  and  that 
recommendations  will  be  forthcoming  from  the  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  at  such  time  as  firm  plans  have  been  made  arid  budget  estimates  have  been 
developed," 


Heat  and  Poultry  Inspection 

"In  considering  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  programs,  the  Committee  has 
become  seriously  concerned  with  the  current  and  potential  levels  of  appropria¬ 
tions  for  these  two  activities. 

‘The  Committee  is  not  unmindful  of  and  is  sympathetic  with  the  basic  intent 
of  the  acts  under  which  these  programs  are  operated,  i.e.,  to  prohibit  the  sale 
of  products  from  diseased  animals  or  birds  and  to  assure  a  sanitary  product.  / 
However,  the  Committee  is  concerned  with  the  extent  of  inspection  activities 
now  required,  and  the  current  and  potential  expenditures  associated  therewith, 
which  appear  to  go  far  beyond  those  necessary  to  protect  the  public  from  disease 
and  health  hazards. 

"Sizeable  expenditures  of  public  funds  for  additional  inspection  of  food 
products  containing  only  portions  of  meat  and  poultry  which  have  already  been 
officially  inspected  and  passed  for  wholesomeness  can  be  seriously  questioned 
as  being  in  the  public  interest  from  the  standpoint  of  health  protection.  There 
appears  to  be  little  merit  to  or  public  health  protection  from  providing  such 
costly  inspection  services  at  public  expense.  Inspection  services  at  public 
expense,  designed  to  assure  such  things  as  composition  and  ingredients  of  food 
products  merely  because  they  contain  meat  or  poultry  is  a  luxury  we  can  ill 
afford  in  view  of  more  important  uses  for  the  taxpayer's  dollar. 

"In  view  of  the  Committee's  concern  in  this  matter,  and  in  view  of  the  con¬ 
tinuous  expansion  in  the  field  of  prepared  or  convenience-type  foods  containing 
meat  and  poultry,  the  Department  is  directed  to  (a)  review  its  meat  and  poultry 
inspection  programs  to  assure  that  funds  made  available  in  the  bill  are  used  to 
provide  adequate  inspection  of  livestock  and  poultry  at  time  of  slaughter;  (b) 
review  policies  and  procedures  for  inspection  of  food  products  containing  meats 
or  poultry  subject  to  the  Acts,  with  a  view  to  eliminating  or  reducing  these 
requirements,  including  consideration  of  legislative  changes  as  may  be  necessary; 
and  (c)  submit  a  report  to  this  Committee  on  its  findings  and  actions." 
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Agricultural  Research  Service 

***"The  Committee  has  received  many  complaints  from  people  in  various  pares  of 
the  country  concerning  the  program  now  underway  to  eradicate  the  fire  ant  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  country.  The  record  of  the  hearings  on  the  1960  Budget  is 
full  of  statements  and  communications  on  this  subject.  Officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  are  requested  to  review  this  matter  so  as  to  eliminate  as  far  as  possible 
any  harmful  features  of  this  program.  In  particular,  further  study  should  be 
given  to  the  aerial  application  of  insecticides  to  make  certain  that  only  granu¬ 
lar  poison  is  used.  In  addition,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  program  should 
be  undertaken  only  in  those  areas  where  the  local  governments  and  the  landowners 
have  given  their  consent. 

"Testimony  before  the  Committee  indicates  that  the  Department's  research 
work  at  many  of  its  laboratories  and  field  stations  is  suffering  from  the  lack 
of  adequate  labor  and  other  subprofessional  assistance  to  relieve  the  higher- 
paid  scientists  of  the  more  routine  duties  involved.  The  Committee  feels  that 
more  effective  research  work  could  be  done  if  arrangements  we re  made  under  con¬ 
tract  or  through  cooperative  agreements  to  employ  help  needed  in  preparation  of 
experimental  plants,  harvesting  of  experimental  crops,  caring  for  experimental 
animals,  and  care  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  equipment,  and  other  research 
facilities.  To  enable  the  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  to 
meet  this  problem,  the  Committee  has  included  language  which  will  carry  forward 
$1,000,000  of  unused  funds  from  the  1959  appropriation  for  this  purpose.”  *** 
"During  its  special  study  of  the  swine  industry  a  disease  of  small  pigs  known 
as  'transmissible  gastro  enteritis'  and  designated  as  TGE  came  to  the  Committee's 
attention.  It  is  understood  that  this  disease  has  reached  serious  proportions 
in  certain  parts  of  the  corn  belt.  Apparently,  the  Department  has  little  in¬ 
formation  on  the  subject  and  is  conducting  no  research  on  the  problem,  other 
than  through  a  small  project  in  cooperation  with  Purdue  University.  In  view  of 
the  potential  threat  to  the  swine  industry  from  this  disease,  the  Department  is 
requested  to  study  this  matter  during  the  coming  year.  *** 

"During  the  last  session  of  Congress  and  again  this  session,  legislation  has 
been  introduced  wljich  would  permit  the  Department  to  perform  meat  inspection 
services  through  officers  or  employees  of  State  agencies.  The  Committee  feels 
that  this  may  offer  a  partial  solution  to  the  problem  of  meeting  increased  de¬ 
mands  for  meat  inspection.  It  urges  the  Department,  to  give  such  approach 
thorough  consideration  in  preparing  future  budget  estimates  for  this  activity. 

"The  Committee  also  wishes  to  encourage  the  Department  to  give  further  study 
to  the  possibility  of  placing  less  emphasis  on  quality  control  in  connection 
with  its  meat  inspection  function." 

Soil  Conservation  Service 


***" As  pointed  out  in  previous  reports,  the  Committee  feels  that  some  expansion 
in  funds  and  personnel  is  necessary  each  year  as  new  districts  are  organized. 

The  basic  law  guarantees  the  services  of  soil  conservation  experts  to  all  dis¬ 
tricts,  both  new  and  existing  ones.  Therefore,  the  Committee  has  provided  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  for  next  year  to  assure  adequate  assistance  to  all  of  the  2,861 
districts  expected  to  be  in  existence  by  June  30,  1960,  and  to  meet  the  needs  in 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  work. 

"The  assignment  of  personnel  on  a  county  or  bi-county  basis  has  worked  very 
well  in  the  past.  However,  a  number  of  complaints  have  come  to  the  Committee 
this  year  concerning  the  abolishing  of  county  units  in  favor  of  a  distinct  type 
of  operation.  Reports  have  been  received  that  some  of  this  reorganization  is  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  grades  of  certain  of  the  personnel  concerned.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  seriously  questions  whether  or  not  operating  out  of  district  offices  will 
permit  the  technicians  to  do  as  good  a  job  as  has  been  possible  under  the  cdunty 
or  bi-county  arrangement.*** 
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Watershed  protection,  'Watershed  needs,  judged  by  this  willingness  of  local 
organizations  to  participate,  far  exceeds  that  of  the  Great  Plains  Program,  for 
which  a  budget  increase  was  requested.  Therefore,  funds  for  watershed  projects 
have  been  restored  by  the  Committee  to  the  1959  level.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  Committee  that  planning  funds  be  restored  in  full  also. 


Flood  prevention.  "Work  on  the  eleven  major  watersheds  financed  through  the 
flood  prevent  appropriation  is  still  far  behind  a  reasonable  rate  of  progress. 

At  the  time  this  program  was  initiated  in  1944,  it  was  estimated  that  the 
projects  would  be  completed  in  about  15  years.  The  15  year  period  has  now 
passed,  yet  the  average  rate  of  completion  is  only  about  28  percent.  It  is 
estimated  that  it  will  take  another  20  years  to  complete  some  of  these  projects, 
on  the  basis  of  the  amount  of  funds  requested  in  the  1960  budget. 

"To  permit  the  work  on  the  major  watershed  projects  to  proceed  as  rapidly 
as  possible,  the  Committee  has  restored  flood  prevention  funds  to  the  1959  level. 
In  view  of  the  constantly  increasing  costs  of  construction,  earlier  completion 
should  result  in  a  saving  in  the  total  cost  of  these  projects.  *** 

^'^The  parficipafion^in  tfiis ^program  has  not  been  as  large  as  originally  pro¬ 
jected  by  the  Department.  In  fiscal  year  1958,  only  $5,636,148  was  obligated 
for  this  purpose,  leaving  an  unused  balance  of  over  $4  million  available  for 
fiscal  year  1959,  in  addition  to  the  1959  appropriation  of  $10,000,000.  As  of 
March  31,  1959,  only  $7,095,531  of  the  $14,373,853  available  for  1959  had  been 
committed.  At  this  rate  of  obligation,  a  large  carryover  balance  of  funds  will 
be  available  in  fiscal  year  1960  in  addition  to  the  new  appropriation  of 
$7,500,000  included  in  the  bill.  Thus,  between  $10,000,000  and  $12,500,000  will 
probably  be  available  in  1960  for  this  program." 


C 


Agricultural  Conservation  Program 


***"The  Committee  recommends  an  advance  program  authorization  of  $250,000,000 
for  1960.  The  Budget  proposed  to  reduce  this  authorization  to  $100,000,000  for 
1960,  a  reduction  of  $150,000,000  in  the  amount  which  has  been  carried  in  the 
bill  each  year  for  a  number  of  years.  This  is  the  fourth  time  since  1953  that 
a  substantial  cut  of  this  nature  has  been  proposed  by  the  Budget. 

"The  Committee  received  a  large  amount  of  testimony  again  this  year  from 
'dirt  farmers,'  Members  of  Congress,  representatives  of  farm  organizations,  and/ 
others,  in  support  of  this  program.  This  testimony,  which  appears  in  Part  4  of 
this  year's  hearings,  contains  convincing  evidence  as  to  the  real  value  of  this 
program  to  the  farmer  and  to  the  entire  Nation. 

"Approximately  1%  million  farmers  participate  in  this  program  each  year. 

This  is  about  25  percent  of  all  farming  units  in  the  nation.  In  comparison, 
there  are  less  than  125,000  participants  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program 
(Soil  Bank) ,  for  which  the  Budget  proposes  an  advance  program  authorization  of 
$375,000,000  for  I960.***  hQ 

"It  is  the  intent  of  the  Committee  that  agreements  between/county  ASC  com¬ 
mittees  and  SCS  provide  up  to  5  percent  of  county  program  fund  allocations  for 
the  added  expenses  to  SCS  resulting  from  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program. 
The  Committee  is  in  complete  accord  that  there  be  a  requirement  for  a  simple  but 
practicable  determination  and  mutual  understanding  of  the  demands  which  will,  be 
made  upon  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  technical  services  and  the  extent 
to  which  this  workload  is  to  be  borne  by  reimbursement  from  ACP  cost- sharing 
funds.  However,  the  Committee  feels  that  the  Department  should  give  further 
study  toward  the  simplification  of  (1)  the  processes  involved  in  estimating  the 
needs  for  technical  services  to  be  furnished  by  SCS  and  (2)  the  actual  determi¬ 
nation  of  costs  of  technical  services  rendered  to  ACP.  The  study  should  include 
the  feasibility  of  using  a  flat  charge  per  hour  for  technical  services  similar 
to  that  which  has  been  developed  by  the  Department  in  carrying  out  other  reim¬ 
bursable  activities,  such  as  certain  inspection  and  regulatory  activities. 
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Changes  should  bn  made  which  would  materially  reduce  the  current  workload  in 
SCS  in  computing  and  reporting  upon  the  cost  of  services  rendered  ACP  without 
requiring  minute  calculation  of  each  element  of  cost.  This  would  also  have  the 
further  advantage  of  permitting  the  county.  ASC  Committee  to  better  estimate  the 
cost  of  services  to  be  rendered." 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

***"A  reduction  of  $294,600  has  been  made  in  the  marketing  research  activities 
of  this  organization.  While  the  consumer  preference  studies  have  been  of  value 
in  the  past,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  work  should  be  suspended  for  the 
coming  year  to  provide  funds  for  what  appear  to  be  more  urgent  needs  elsewhere.*** 
"  School  lunch  program.  For  the  fiscal  year  1959,  the  Congress  appropriated 
$110,000,000  for  this  program.  In  addition,  it  provided  for  the  transfer  of 
$35,000,000  from  Section  32  funds  to  Section  6  of  the  school  lunch  program  to  be 
used  to  purchase  foods  needed  for  school  lunches. 

"The  Committee  was  not  at  all  satisfied  with  the  Department's  handling  of 
,  purchases  under  the  transfer  arrangement.  It  was  intended  that  these  funds  would 
be  used  to  provide  high  protein  foods,  principally  red  meats,  to  supplement  the 
foods  otherwise  used  in  the  program.  While  a  considerable  quantity  of  turkeys 
was  provided  to  the  schools  from  this  money,  it  was  not  until  late  in  the  year 
that  a  pork  purchase  program  was  undertaken.  And  no  beef  was  ever  provided  from 
this  source. 

"The  most  unfortunate  aspect  of  this  failure  to  provide  the  red  meats  as 
expected  was  that  most  of  the  schools  had  arranged  their  annual  operating  budgets 
and  set  their  meal  prices  last  fall  with  full  expectation  of  receiving  this  ad¬ 
ditional  food  assistance.  Many  of  the  schools  have  been  faced  with  deficits 
during  the  year  as  a  result. 

"In  order  to  prevent  this  situation  from  developing  in  the  coming  year  the 
Committee  has  provided  for  the  direct  distribution  to  the  schools  of  the  entire 
amount  of  the  transfer  from  Section  32,  to  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  necessary 
food  items.  *** 

"Since  it  is  preferable  to  use  CCC  commodities  to  feed  school  children  than 
to  keep  them  in  storage,  the  Department  should  do  everything  possible  to  make 
^  certain  that  commodities  are  made  available  to  the  school  lunch  program  in  such 
quantities  as  can  be  advantageously  used.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the 
Department  make  determination  each  30  days  as  to  the  commodities  which  are  avail¬ 
able  for  this  purpose  from  CCC  stocks,  and  notify  school  lunch  authorities 
promptly  of  the  specific  items  and  quantities  available  for  distribution  to  the 
schools." 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

***"The  budget  estimate  provides  a  total  of  $7,421,300  for  the  operation  of  this 
activity  during  the  coming  year.  Of  this  amount,  $4,268,300  is  requested  as 
a  direct  appropriation  and  $2,593,000  is  requested  as  a  transfer  fron 
Section  32  funds.  In  addition,  the  use  of  $560,000  in  foreign  currencies  derived 
from  sales  under  Public  Law  480  is  proposed. 

"The  CoiDxai ttee  recommends  total  funds  for  fiscal  year  1960  of  $7,321,300. 

Of  this  amount,  53,518,300  is  provided  by  direct  appropriation,  $2,493,000  is 
provided  by  transi*r  from  Section  32,  and  $1,310,000  is  provided  from  Public 
Law  480  local  currencies.  Since  local  currencies  are  now  available  in  large 
amounts,  the  Committee  feels  that  they  should  be  used  for  a  greater  part  of 
the  expenses  of  the  Foreign.  Agricultural  Service  operations  than  heretofore." 
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Soil  Bank  Programs 

***"The  record  of  the  Soil  Bank  programs  raises  many  serious  questions  as  to  the 
advisability  of  continuation  of  the  conservation  reserve  program.  Hearings  of 
this  Committee  have  been  filled  with  examples  of  the  weaknesses  of  this  program 
and  the  abuses  to  which  it  is  subject  by  its  very  nature.  The  hearings  this  year 
include  further  examples  of  the  waste  and  inefficiencies  which  are  inherent  in 
the  program. 

"The  testimony  presented  this  year  also  raises  a  fundamental  question  as  to  the 
real  purpose  of  the  conservation  reserve  program.  The  Assistant  Secretary  in 
charge  stated  during  the  hearings  that  the  'primary  purpose  of  the  program  is  to 
divert  cropland  from  production  of  excessive  supplies  of  agricultural  commodities. ' 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  acreage  reserve  program  did  not  prove  effective  in 
reducing  production  and  was  discontinued  upon  recommendations  of  the  President 
and  the  Secretary,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  the  Conservation  reserve  in 
its  present  form  can  be  expected  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

"Since  the  primary  justification  for  continuation  of  the  conservation  reserve  it 
to  reduce  production,  the  Committee  has  included  language  in  the  bill  which  will 
require  that  payments  for  land  retirement  be  based  on  the  value  of  actual  pro-  f* 
duction  reduced.  V 

"The  conservation  reserve  may  have  some  value  as  a  conservation  program,  since 
one  of  its  objectives  is  to  put  cover  crops  on  land  retired  from  production  and 
place  it  in  a  stand-by  reserve.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Subcommittee,  however,  this  conservation  objective  can  be  handled  in  a  much  more 
effective  way  through  the  other  soil  conservation  programs  of  the  Department, 
particularly  the  Agricultural  Conservation  program,  commonly  referred  to  as  ACP. 

"During  the  hearings,  it  was  estimated  that  the  conservation  reserve  program  . 
will  cost  between  $2.5  and  $3  billion  during  the  fifteen-year  period  provided 
by  the  present  Soil  Bank  Act.  If  extended  another  3  years,  as  recommended  by  the 
President,  it  will  cost  another  $1.5  to  $2  billion.  This  is  a  total  possible 
cost  to  the  taxpayer  of  between  $4  and  $5  billion.  In  view  of  the  potential  size 
of  the  commitments  which  can  be  made  under  this  long-range  program,  the  Committee 
has  included  language  in  the  bill  to  limit  contracts  to  a  period  of  5  years.  It 
is  hoped  that  such  a  provision  may  help  to  hold  down  this  tremendous  expenditure 
in  future  years.  ^ 

"The  Committee  has  not  included  language  in  the  bill  limiting  the  placing  of  (_ 
entire  farms  in  the  conservation  reserve.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Subcommittee, 
however,  that  the  removing  of  any  sizeable  number  of  farms  in  their  entirety  in. 
any  given  community  would  do  far  more  damage  to  the  local  community  than  any 
benefit  which  might  come  from  such  added  reduction  in  farm  out-put.  The  Department 
is  urged  to  proceed  very  cautiously  on  this  matter.  " 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

•kirk "Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas.  The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$39,135,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  I960.  This  is  a  reduction 
of  $580,000  below  funds  provided  for  1959. 

"The  amount  recommended  includes  a  decrease  of  $3,315,000,  due  to  termination 
of  corn  acreage  allotments  under  legislation  adopted  last  year.  It  also  includes 
an  additional  $2,735,000  to  provide  a  107,  salary  increase  for  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  County  Committee  employees,  effective  July  1,  1959. 
Under  existing  law,  these  employees  are  not  under  the  Classified  Civil  Service, 
and  therefore  were  not  covered  by  the  salary  increase  provided  other  Federal 
employees  last  year.  It  would  require  legislation  to  include  them,  which  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Committee. 
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"This  additional  money  is  provided  with  the  understanding  that  it  will  be 
distributed  proportionately  by  the  Department  to  all  States  and  County  offices 
on  the  basis  of  funds  used  for  salaries.  In  the  future,  however,  it  should  be 
left  to  State  and  County  offices,  to  make  the  salary  determinations  in  the  way 
that  will  make  for  the  most  effective  operations  in  that  office.  Under  present 
law  and  regulations,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  State  and  local  offices  to 
establish  salary  rates  within  broad  guide-lines  established  in  Washington. 

"Several  years  ago,  additional  funds  were  provided  to  bring  county  office 
salaries  more  nearly  in  line  with  other  Federal  salaries.  Without  the  knowledge 
or  approval  of  the  Subcommittee,  the  funds  were  allocated  to  the  various  States 
in  such  manner  as  to,  in  effect,  penalize  those  offices  which  were  employing 
fewer  people  at  higher  salaries  at  a  net  saving  to  the  Government.  In  the 
allocation  of  the  funds  in  the  accompanying  bill,  the  Subcommittee  feels  that  the 
right  of  every  office  to  reduce  personnel,  by  failing  to  fill  vacancies,  should 
be  restored,  and  that  any  office  should  be  permitted  to  hire  fewer  people  at 
higher  salaries,  if  necessary  to  keep  salaries  comparable  with  other  Federal 
workers,  without  the  penalty  which  occurred  on  the  previous  occasion." 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

***"The  Committee  is  glad  to  note  that  this  program,  which  is  still  on  an 
experimental  basis,  is  operating  satisfactorily.  Due  to  good  weather  and  good 
crop  experience  in  1958,  premium  income  exceeded  indemnities  by  nearly  $13.5 
million.  As  a  result,  for  the  ten-year  period  1948  to  1958  the  accumulated  sur¬ 
plus  is  $2  million." 


Rural  Electrification  Administration 


***"The  Committee  was  requested  by  representatives  of  the  telephone  cooperatives 
to  earmark  $35  million  of  the  telephone  loan  funds  for  the  use  of  the  coopera¬ 
tives.  A  separate  amount  has  not  been  set  aside  for  this  purpose  in  the  1960 
bill,  due  to  assurances  received  that  no  action  will  be  taken  by  the  Department 
which  would  disapprove  any  loans  to  cooperatives  which  have  the  approval  of  the 
Administrator. 

"While  the  REA  program  has  extended  electric  service  to  about  95  percent  of 
all  rural  America,  the  need  for  loans  to  enlarge  the  carrying  capacity  of 
existing  facilities  and  to  meet  a  more  widely  dispersed  rural  population  requires 
continuation  of  available  loan  funds.  The  REA  has  an  enviable  repayment  record, 
in  that  repayments  to  date,  including  interest,  exceed  100  percent  of  amounts 
due." 


Farmers  1  Home  Administration 

*vc*»xhe  budget  decrease  for  farm  ownership  loans  was  based  on  the  expected 
increased  use  of  the  insured  loan  program  in  1960.  In  the  past,  however,  the 
insured  loan  program  has  not  provided  sufficient  funds  to  meet  the  need.  The 
Committee  has  restored  the  1959  level  of  funds  for  this  purpose  to  make  certain 
that  sufficient  funds  are  available  in  the  event  private  funds  are  not  provided. 

"The  Committee  has  not  gone  along  with  the  proposed  decrease  in  funds  for 
production  and  subsistence  loans.  The  total  loans  for  this  purpose  in  1958  were 
$176  million,  and  it  is  estimated  that  $180  million  will  be  used  in  1959.  In 
view  of  the  difficult  problem  facing  most  farmers  during  this  period  of  declin¬ 
ing  net  income,  the  Committee  does  not  feel  that  a  cut  in  these  loan  funds  is 
advisable  at  this  time.  *** 
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"It  is  pointed  out  again  that  these  funds  are  not  appropriations  but  are 
authorizations  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury,  with  repayment  of  principal  and 
interest  due  from  the  borrower.  Total  collections  in  1959  are  estimated  to  be 
over  $216  million.  For  I960,  the  estimate  is  $231  million,  which  will  exceed 
the  loan  authorizations  recommended  in  the  19o0  bill  by  $25  million. 

"As  has  been  pointed  out  in  previous  years,  the  repayment  record  of  this 
program  is  very  good.  The  repayment  of  principal  plus  interest  frequently 
exceeds  amounts  due,  with  some  borrowers  repaying  in  advance  of  the  repayment 
rate  required.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  loans  are  generally  made  to 
those  who  can  not  secure  credit  elsewhere,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  is  an 
excellent  record  which  fully  supports  the  provision  of  adequate  loan  funds  to 
meet  the  needs  of  this  agency's  borrowers. 

"In  granting  funds  for  farm  ownership  loans,  the  Committee  believes  it  to  be 
highly  desirable  that  the  most  cautious  discretion  be  used  to  prevent  placing 
a  debt  burden  upon  borrowers.  The  continuation  of  the  so-called  price-cost 
squeeze  coupled  with  high  land  values  has  affected  ability  of  some  borrowers  to 
repay  loans.  The  Farmers'  Home  Administration  has  a  dual  obligation  of  advising 
the  borrower  and  giving  Government  direction  concerning  his  farm  management 
problems  and  creating  a  national  atmosphere  conducive  to  sound  land  investment, 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

***"Much  of  the  work  of  this  organization  is  sterotyped  and,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Committee,  can  be  handled  more  effectively  with  a  smaller  staff.  A  reduction 
in  the  budget  request  is  recommended,  therefore,  to  encourage  the  new  General 
Counsel  to  organize  this  activity  on  a  more  modest  and  efficient  basis." 

Office  of  Information 


***"The  Committee  is  fully  satisfied  with  the  operation  of  this  office  and 
wishes  to  commend  the  Director,  Mr.  R.  Lyle  Webster,  and  his  assistants  for 
their  excellent  work  in  this  field. 

"In  view  of  its  contact  with  the  general  public  through  radio,  television, 
press  releases,  and  other  communications,  it  is  very  important  that  the  work 
of  this  office  continue  to  be  handled  on  a  strictly  objective  basis.'* 

Library 


C 


*-,v*"The  Committee  heard  testimony  regarding  the  difficulties  confronting  the 
Department  in  providing  adequate  library  services  to  its  field  personnel, 
particularly  those  engaged  in  the  conduct  of  research  which  has  expanded 
greatly  during  the  past  six  years.  While  recognizing  the  advantages  of  a 
consolidated  Department  library  service  and  believing  that  it  should  be  con¬ 
tinued  to  the  extent  practicable,  the  Committee  has  no  objection  to  the 
Department's  proposal  that  agencies  requiring  substantial  library  services  in 
the  field  be  given  the  responsibility  of  providing  such  services  to  their  own 
employees,  provided:  (1)  that  this  is  done  only  at  designated  field  locations, 
approved  by  the  Department  Librarian,  where  there  is  a  sufficient  concentration 
of  personnel  to  warrant  such  a  service,  and  (2)  that  such  services  are  maintained 
in  accordance  with  library  policy  and  standards  prescribed  by  the  Department 
Librarian. 
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"In  concurring  in  this  proposal,  it  is  the  understanding  of  the  Committee 
that  there  is  an  immediate  need  to  maintain  libraries  on  this  basis  at  the 
Department's  four  utilization  research  laboratories,  the  Animal  Disease  Labora¬ 
tory  at  Plum  Island  (and  at  Ames,  Iowa,  when  the  laboratory  building  is  com¬ 
pleted),  the  Forest  Products  Laboratory  at  Madison,  Wisconsin,  and  the  forest 
experiment  stations." 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

^^"Restoration  of  capital  impairment., w„v/Discussed  earlier  in  report^/ 

"Reimbursement  for  special  activities .** As  has  been  pointed  out  previously, 
these  activities  are  carried  on  outside  of  the  regular  functions  of  the 
Corporation.  Its  funds  and  facilities  are  used  merely  as  a  convenient  means 
of  financing  these  programs.  They  are  not  related  in  any  way  to  the  price 
support  program  of  the  Corporation." 
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Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  on  this  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays, 
[r.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
gentleman  insists,  I  ask  unanimous 
cordtent  that  the  further  consideration 
of  tn\bill,  which  the  administration  is 
very  Envious  to  have  passed,  be  post¬ 
poned  ufeil  Wednesday. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requesNpf  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  nXobjection. 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R,  7175)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes;  and  pending  that 
motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  general  debate  be  limited 
to  2  hours,  the  time  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen]  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  7175>  with 
Mr.  Kilday  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  bring  you  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  It  has  been  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  present  a  number  of  these  bills 
during  the  years.  I  think  this  time  our 
subcommittee  has  faced  one  of  the  most 
trying  times  in  which  to  bring  about  a 
balance  between  the  various  activities 
and  provide  the  proper  funds  for  this 
large  and  great  Department.  I  have 
had  numerous  Members  come  to  me  and 
ask  me  what  the  total  funds  for  the  De¬ 
partment  are  and  what  the  total  cut 
for  the  various  activities  is.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  advised  them  that  this  commit¬ 
tee  has  worked  as  hard  as  it  knew  how 
to  point  out  that  all  the  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  do  not 
lend  themselves  to  being  placed  into  one 
common  fund. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  .has 
a  large  number  of  activities  which  are 
not  readily  chargeable  to  American 
agriculture  as  such.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  control  of  various 
programs  that  are  for  the  protection  of 
the  people  of  this  country.  It  is 
chargeable  with  funds  for  such  activi¬ 


ties  as  meat  inspection  and  disease  and 
pest  control.  In  this  bill  are  funds  for 
the  general  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  which,  in  turn,  cover  all  the 
various  activities  that  are  required  by 
a  nation  as  big  as  ours,  to  see  to  it  that 
not  only  this  year  but  in  the  years  to 
come  there  is  adequate  food  and  fiber 
for  a  growing  population.  Not  only 
does  the  Department  have  the  respon¬ 
sibility  to  carry  out  those  activities,  but 
there  are  other  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  that  handle  lending  programs. 
For  example,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  the  agency  through  which 
loans  are  made  for  REA  and  for  various 
rural  housing  and  production  programs. 

Those  are  programs  in  which  criteria 
must  be  met  by  the  applicant  and  where 
there  must  be  repayment  with  interest. 
Those  are  to  be  found  in  this  bill. 

Not  only  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  we 
have  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
This  huge  Corporation  was  set  up  be¬ 
cause  of  the  necessity  of  buying  and  sell¬ 
ing  and  various  other  activities.  The 
Congress  felt  that  we  needed  a  corporate 
entity  so  that  it  could  act  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  supervision  of  the  Congress.  And 
yet  because  it  is  a  corporation,  with  a 
board  of  directors  which  can  make  deci¬ 
sions  and  buy  and  sell  and  do  those  va¬ 
rious  things,  it  has  been  used  repeatedly 
by  the  Government,  both  under  this  ad¬ 
ministration  and  preceding  administra¬ 
tions,  as  the  vehicle  for  doing  a  myriad 
of  activities  which  could  be  done  better 
through  a  corporate  setup  than  in  any 
other  way. 

Thus  we  find,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  a 
big  part  of  the  foreign-aid  program — the 
Public  Law  480  program — has  been  han¬ 
dled  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  because  that  was  the  best  way 
in  which  to  do  it.  And  yet  when  we  bring 
this  appropriation  bill  here  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  we  include 
funds  for  reimbursement  of  CCC  for  this 
aid  to  our  foreign  policy.  *And  we  find, 
and  properly  so,  in  this  program,  the 
restoration  of  capital  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  price  support  pro¬ 
grams. 

If  you  will  check  those  activities,  as 
we  have  tried  to  do  in  our  report,  Mr. 
Chairman,  you  will  see  that  at  least  56 
percent  of  the  appropriated  funds  in  this 
bill  kre  for  activities  that  are  not  prop¬ 
erly  chargeable  to  American  agriculture, 
except  perhaps  on  the  ground  that  some 
of  these  Federal  programs  have  benefits 
to  agriculture  as  well  as  to  the  general 
public. 

Our  committee  has  tried  to  recognize 
that  this  is  a  growing  country.  We  have 
tried  to  recognize  that,  in  the  short  pe¬ 
riod  of  years  that  the  United  States  has 
been  in  existence,  we  have  wasted  more 
natural  resources  in  a  shorter  period  of 
time  than  any  nation  in  history. 

When  you  sit  on  our  committee  and 
learn  of  the  acres  and  acres  of  land  that 
will  no  longer  serve  to  produce  many 
types  of  agricultural  products  because 
te  soil  is  diseased;  when  you  learn  that 
we  have  given  up  the  chestnut  tree  and 
are  in  the  process  of  losing  our  oak  trees; 
yes,  when  you  learn  of  the  inroads  that 
disease  and  pests  are  making  in  this 


great  country  of  ours,  you  realize  that 
the  fight  of  the  folks  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  joined  in  by  others,  to 
keep  these  inroads  from  becoming 
greater  and  greater,  is  a  continuing 
problem  and  not  a  short-range  problem. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman;  we  have  tried  in 
this  bill  to  give  a  degree  of  balance  to 
the  needs  of  the  American  public,  to  the 
absolute  necessity  that  we  keep  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  future  supplied  with  food  and 
fiber.  And  in  that  we  have  tried  to  listen 
to  our  colleagues  and  others  who  are 
interested,  and  who  recognize  that  spe¬ 
cific  and  special  attention  must  be  given 
to  local  problems  that  need  extra 
attention. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  have  a  won¬ 
derful  subcommittee.  They  are  all  fine 
gentlemen,  interested  in  the  American 
taxpayer,  the  American  people,  and  in 
the  welfare  of  agriculture  because  it  is 
a  major  part  of  the  three  broad  divisions 
of  our  American  people.  We  have  tried 
to  bring  together  our  concerted  views  to 
see  to  it,  within  the  limits  of  what  we 
could  make  available  under  present  con¬ 
ditions,  that  attention  be  given  to  these 
various  and  increasing  problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  bring  you  a  bill  that 
in  sum  total  has  Jjeen  reduced  about  $142 
million  from  the  funds  requested.  A 
major  part  of  that  culminates  from  dis¬ 
cussions  that  we  have  had  here  in  the 
Congress  concerning  the  farm  program 
and  specifically  the  handling  of  basic 
commodities.  And  remember  this,  that 
that  there  is  a  real  difference  between 
the  treatment  of  the  so-called  basic  com¬ 
modities  and  other  commodities  which 
should  be  described  as  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  storables  and  nonstorables.  If 
you  have  a  huge  carryover  of  cotton  in 
one  year,  that  will  last  50  years  and  be  in 
the  way  of  49  new  crops.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  you  have  an  oversupply  of  pota¬ 
toes,  citrus,  or  strawberries,  however  big 
it  is  one  year,  the  chances  are  that  they 
would  not  be  in  your  way  the  next  year. 

But  be  that  as  it  may,  for  storable 
commodities,  price  supports  were  based 
upon  holding  production  in  line  with  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  markets.  I  have 
made  speech  after  speech,  year  after 
year  on  this  floor  pointing  out  that, 
while  the  basic  law  created  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  supporting  commodities  by  loans 
and  purchases,  it  also  contemplated  that 
they  would  sell  so  as  to  retain  to  the 
American  farmer  world  markets.  Year 
after  year  I  pointed  out  that  law.  In  the 
hearing  this  year  the  Secretary  agreed, 
and  you  will  find  I  make  reference  to  it 
in  my  report,  that  they  have  always  had 
this  authority  to  sell  in  world  markets 
without  regard  to  domestic  price  support 
levels.  You  will  find  it  in  his  own  words. 

In  this  bill  we  have  tried  to  require  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  do 
what  it  was  intended  to  do  to  start  with. 
It  was  intended  that  this  huge  Corpora¬ 
tion  get  its  money  to  operate  its  activi¬ 
ties  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  from 
the  receipts  from  commodities  which  it 
sold.  In  1953, 1954,  and  1955  the  Depart¬ 
ment  did  not  follow  that  policy.  In  that 
period  the  holdings  of  this  Corporation, 
its  payments  for  storage  and  all  the  rest 
greatly  increased.  In  1956  our  Govern- 
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ment  changed  this  policy  and  started 
selling  those  commodities  and  we  have 
been  very  proud  of  it  since.  But,  in  1958 
and  1959  once  more  this  Corporation  re¬ 
verted  to  holding  our  cotton  about  iVz 
cents  above  the  world  markets.  Thus, 
instead  of  selling  a  million  or  2  million 
bales  of  cotton  and  having  the  receipts 
on  which  to  operate,  the  Corporation  has 
come  to  the  Congress  for  cash  with 
which  to  operate  and  in  this  bill  we  have 
failed  to  restore  $100  million  requested 
for  restoration  of  capital  impairment  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  In 
other  words,  if  they  will  sell  these  com¬ 
modities  in  line  with  what  the  law  di¬ 
rects,  and  I  cite  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  on  that  point  and,  may  I  say,  the 
Secretary  has  assured  us  he  will  do  that, 
through  the  means  of  getting  cash  for 
this  cotton,  they  should  be  able  to  make 
up  this  $100  million. 

We  have  tried  to  bring  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  into  line.  Many 
of  you  have  read  reports  as  to  how  this 
program  has  been  handled  in  a  good 
many  areas.  But,  this  program  is  of¬ 
fered  to  you  as  a  means  of  bringing  this 
production  into  line.  Yet,  all  of  our  in¬ 
vestigations  show  that  frequently  the 
payments  have  been  made  for  the  wrong 
purpose. 

We  have  tried  to  write  into  law  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  will  protect  us  against  that. 

May  I  say  one  thing  further  that  per¬ 
haps  you  will  be  interested  in.  This 
situation  has  deteriorated  to  the  point 
where  many  of  us  have  held  the  Secre¬ 
tary  responsible  for  aggravating  the 
problem.  The  Secretary,  in  turn,  I  am 
afraid,  has  felt  it  was  due  to  the  failure  of 
the  Congress  to  pass  an  appropriate  law. 
It  has  been  difficult  in  the  heated  argu¬ 
ments  on  both  sides  to  determine  ex¬ 
actly  where  we  stand.  So  we  asked  the 
Secretary  if  he  would,  with  the  aid  of  the 
lawyers,  write  out  for  the  committee,  so 
there  would  not  be  any  misunderstand¬ 
ing,  what  changes  he  wanted  in  exist¬ 
ing  law.  He  acceded  to  our  request  and 
you  will  find  in  the  hearings  his  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  wheat,  tobacco,  pea¬ 
nuts,  Public  Law  480,  and  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  That  is  in  the  hearings. 

Needless  to  say,  I  do  not  agree  with 
him,  but  I  want  to  express  here  my  ap¬ 
preciation  to  him  for  his  willingness  to 
spell  out  in  print  exactly  where  he  stands. 
It  does  clear  the  air  to  that  extent.  Per¬ 
haps,  with  that  start,  we  can  bring  these 
things  together  and  make  a  determina¬ 
tion  as  to  just  where  we  can  go. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  recommendation  the  Secretary  made 
was  to  the  effect  that  he  should  be  given 
more  discretionary  power  over  fixing  the 
price  support  levels  for  the  several  com¬ 
modities? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  that  certainly  is  true. 
We  recognize  the  worthy  end  that  the 
Secretary  frequently  mentions,  and  I 
subscribe  to  it,  and  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  does.  But 
I  never  could  personally  determine  how 
he  would  reach  his  determinations  and 
recommendations.  The  bill  which  he 


submitted  spells  out  our  request  and  we 
put  it  in  the  hearing;  after  all,  it  is  up 
to  the  legislative  committee  so  far  as 
doing  anything  about  it,  which  I  made 
quite  clear  at  the  time.  For  wheat, 
peanuts,  and  tobacco  he  wants  authority 
to  reduce  price  supports  at  his  discretion 
to  as  low  as  75  percent  of  average  prices 
for  the  previous  3  years.  He  asked  for 
an  increase  in  Public  Law  480,  which 
after  all  is  an  adjunct  of  foreign  aid, 
and  he  wants  an  increase  for  conserva¬ 
tion  reserves,  which  I  do  not  think 
touches  production  top  side  or  bottom. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  point  I  want  to 
make  is  that  if  you  accept  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  recommendations,  you  would  not 
reduce,  overall  production  because  the 
record,  as  indicated  in  your  report,  shows 
that  increased  production  has  always 
resulted  in  the  lowering  of  prices. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thoroughly  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  I  want  to  express 
again  my  appreciation  to  the  Secretary 
for  submitting  his  views,  because  now 
we  can  see  where  we  are  and  start  from 
there.  I  cannot  see  how  it  would  help 
to  solve  the  situation  if  it  was  adopted 
tomorrow,  however. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  and  the  members  of  his 
subcommittee  for  making  it  very  em¬ 
phatic  at  the  outset  of  this  report  that 
agriculture  today  is  being  charged  with 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  which 
should  not  be  charged  against  the 
fanners  of  America. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  STEED.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STEED.  I  note  in  your  bill  and 
in  the  report  you  have  restored  funds 
that  we  think  are  needed  in  the  water¬ 
shed  program  and  in  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  program.  I  see  in  the  report  that 
you  expect  to  restore  the  program  to  the 
full  extent.  If  the  gentleman  remembers, 
last  year  after  the  bill  was  finished  it 
carried  additional  funds  which  would 
have  permitted  a  $5  million  program  of 
planning,  but  for  some  reason  the  De¬ 
partment  saw  fit  to  cut  that  to  $4,700,000, 
and  this  year  recommended  that  it  be 
cut  further  to  $4,300,000.  The  commit¬ 
tee,  I  understand,  has  restored  the  full 
amount  of  funds  and  the  report  instructs 
the  Department  that  the  planning  pro¬ 
gram  go  ahead  on  the  $5  million  basis. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  do  not  say  it  quite 
as  strongly  as  the  gentleman  has.  It  is 
our  opinion  that  the  Department  has 
slowed  down  on  its  planning  work,  be¬ 
cause  they  have  slowed  down  on  the  con¬ 
struction  work  to  the  point  where  they 
have  construction  work  ahead.  It  is  our 
opinion  that  planning  should  proceed 
faster  than  construction. 

We  have  tried  in  this  bill  to  provide 
planning  money  anc(  construction  money, 
and  we  strongly  urge  them  to  proceed 
at  a  rate  that  will  take  them  along  faster 
in  both  fields. 

Mr.  STEED.  Last  year  in  your  report 
on  the  item  of  research  I  believe  you  in¬ 
structed  them  to  make  certain  studies 
and  come  back  this  year  with  recom¬ 
mendations  as  to  what  the  study  showed 
was  practical. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  know  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  strong  interest  in  that  field. 
The  committee  waited  until  the  last  day 
of  the  hearings,  hoping  to  get  recom¬ 
mendations  from  the  Department.  In¬ 
stead  all  that  was  ever  done  was  to  have 
an  additional  committee  which  brought 
together  a  compilation,  you  might  say, 
of  what  would  be  needed  and  what  would 
be  desired  throughout  the  United  States. 
It  covers  some  hundred-odd  facilities. 
We  have  yet  to  receive  any  concrete 
recommendation,  but  we  have  asked  the 
Department  to  submit  it  as  soon  as  they 
can.  We  have  not  had  anything  so  far. 

Mr.  STEED.  I  hope  you  will  have 
something  from  them  very  soon. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  gentleman  for  yield¬ 
ing  to  me,  and  I  want,  also,  to  congratu¬ 
late  the  committee  on  the  bill  they  have 
brought  before  the  House.  I  have  not 
had  time  to  consider  it  in  its  entirety, 
but,  certainly,  some  features  of  it  are 
very  well  thought  out  and  very  properly 
put  in  the  bill. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  a 
question  in  regard  to  the  ACP  program. 
As  I  read  the  committee  report  I  find 
nothing  in  the  report  on  what  we  usually 
define  as  an  annual  practice  within  the 
ACP  program.  Am  I  correct  in  my  in¬ 
terpretation? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  very  difficult  for 
me  to  say  what  is  considered  annual  and 
what  is  not.  There  are  many  categories 
involved  in  this  program.  I  say  again, 
you  have  a  national  catalog  of  practices 
that  are  available  within  the  State.  A 
similar  catalog  of  practices  is  available 
within  the  county.  From  that  the 
farmer,  who  in  the  end  is  the  one  mostly 
involved,  selects  that  program  which  he 
thinks  would  be  best  fitted  to  his  land. 
There  are  plenty  of  chances  for  things 
to  be  included  that  should  not  be,  but  it 
seems  adequate  on  the  local  level,  where 
the  farmer,  in  the  final  analysis,  selects 
the  practice  he  thinks  most  important 
for  his  land.  The  farmer,  after  all,  has 
to  put  up  his  own  labor  and  usually  about 
the  same  amount  of  money.  Actually, 
we  have  left  the  program  as  it  has  been 
for  the  last  2  years. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mi'.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply 
want  to  commend  the  chairman  and  the 
members  of  the  committee  for  a  job  well 
done.  This  agriculture  program  is  a 
most  difficult  program  to  cope  with  and 
the  committee,  in  my  opinion,  has  done 
a  good  job.  I  especially  want  to  thank 
the  committee  for  what  they  did  for  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Iowa. 

Now  to  continue,  I  would  like  to  dis¬ 
cuss  some  of  the  other  programs  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service 
conducts  the  production  and  utilization 
research  of  the  Department — except 
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forestry  research — and  the  inspection, 
disease  and  pest  control,  and  eradication 
work  associated  with  this  research. 

The  committee  recommends  $63,961,590 
for  the  coming  year  for  the  research 
activities  of  this  agency,  which  is  $278,410 
less  than  the  budget  estimate.  This  pro¬ 
vides  an  increase  of  $1,250,000  over  funds 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1959,  as  follows: 
$200,000  for  construction  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  facilities  at  the  National  Arbo¬ 
retum;  $600,000  to  construct  facilities  for 
crops  research  at  Logan,  Utah;  $200,000 
for  research  on  cotton  mechanization 
and  ginning  at  the  Delta  Experiment 
Station,  and  $50,000  for  quality  evalua¬ 
tion  at  Clemson,  S.C.;  $100,000  for  vari-. 
ous  special  needs,  including  research  to 
meet  the  problems  of  mushrooms,  re¬ 
search  on  grapevine  virus  diseases,  re¬ 
search  on  diseases  of  hogs,  and  expanded 
research  on  soil  and  water  conservation; 
and  $100,000  for  additional  research  on 
the  utilization  of  corn  and  grain 
sorghums. 

The  funds  provided  for  the  National 
Arboretum  will  complete  a  long-range 
program  of  improvements  to  make  the 
facilities  of  the  arboretum  fully  avail¬ 
able  to  the  general  public.  These  im¬ 
provements  include  the  completion  of 
greenhouses,  entranceways,  grading,  foot 
paths,  trails,  the  construction  of  two 
residences,  and  a  floodwall  along  Hickey 
Creek.  Construction  of  the  headquar¬ 
ters  office  and  laboratory  building  will 
be  proposed  at  a  later  time. 

The  $600,000  recommended  for  a  new 
laboratory  at  Logan,  Utah,  covers  plans, 
specifications,  and  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  facilities  needed  to  serve  as  head¬ 
quarters  for  research  on  sugar  beets, 
nematodes,  forage  and  range  plants,  and 
new  crops  in  the  Intermountain  Area. 
The  property  used  for  many  years  to  pro¬ 
vide  facilities  for  sugar  beet  research  at 
Salt  Lake' City,  Utah,  is  to  be  sold  on 
June  30,  1960.  The  new  facilities  pro¬ 
vided  herein  are  needed  to  replace  the 
Salt  Lake  City  Laboratory  for  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  these  research  programs. 

The  demand  for  increased  efficiency  in 
the  cotton  industry  has  led  to  many 
technical  improvements  in  cotton  pro¬ 
duction,  harvesting,  ginning,  and  spin¬ 
ning.  These  new  developments,  however, 
have  brought  with  them  some  serious 
problems.  For  example,  mechanical 
harvesters  gather  substantial  amounts  of 
trash  and  foreign  matter  with  the  pick¬ 
ing  of  cotton.  Also,  the  use  of  heat  at 
the  gin  to  dry  cotton,  coupled  with  clean¬ 
ing  machines,  frequently  breaks  and 
damages  the  fibers.  The  committee  has 
included  $250,000  to  initiate  a  program 
of  research  designed  to  improve  the 
handling  of  cotton  and  to  prevent  fur¬ 
ther  deterioration  in  the  quality  of 
cotton  products. 

For  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest 
control,  a  total  of  $48,340,600  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  fiscal  year  1960,  a  decrease  of 
$769,400  in  the  budget  estimate  and  a 
decrease  of  $4,472,100  below  the  1959 
appropriation.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  includes  increases  of  $152,900  for 
control  of  the  soybean  cyst  nematode 
and  $400,000  for  eradication  of  vesicular 
exanthema  of  swine.  The  amount  ap¬ 
proved  also  provides  for  a  reduction  of 
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$5  million  in  the  brucellosis  program 
and  a  transfer  of  leasing  costs  of  $25,000 
to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

The  soybean  cyst  nematode  was  first 
discovered  in  North  Carolina  in  1954. 
Infestations  have  now  spread  to  22  coun¬ 
ties  in  Arkansas,  Kentucky,  Mississippi, 
Missouri,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
and  Virginia.  Soybeans  are  being  grown 
on  24  million  acres  this  year  in  the 
United  States  and  the  annual  value  of 
the  crop  is  approximately  $1  billion.  In 
view  of  the  spread  of  this  infestation 
and  in  view  of  the  value  of  the  crop  in¬ 
volved,  the  committee  has  provided  the 
increase  listed  above.  This  will  enable 
the  Department,  in  cooperation  with  the 
affected  States,  to  conduct  surveys  as  to 
the  extent  of  infestation,  to  enforce  Fed¬ 
eral  quarantines  to  prevent  further 
spread,  and  to  encourage  adoption  of 
farm  practices  to  hold  the  infestation 
to  a  minimum. 

Vesicular  exanthema  is  a  highly  in¬ 
fectious  disease  of  swine  which  is  most 
often  spread  by  contact  with  infected 
swine,  contaminated  shipping  and  han¬ 
dling  facilities,  or  the  feeding  of  raw  gar¬ 
bage.  This  disease  reached  emergency 
proportions  in  1953  and  the  Department 
has  been  in  the  process  of  eradicating 
it  since  that  time.  While  it  has  been 
almost  entirely  eradicated,  some  funds 
are  needed  next  year  to  maintain  a  small 
force  to  discover  new  cases  promptly 
and  to  stamp  out  infection  before  it 
spreads.  In  the  past,  the  program  has 
been  financed  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  It  is  believed  preferable  to  finance 
it  in  the  future  by  direct  appropriation, 
since  the  program  has  no  connection 
with  activities  of  that  organization. 

For  meat  inspection,  the  committee 
recommends  the  sum  of  $21,135,100  for 
1960.  This  is  an  increase  of  $350,000  over 
funds  available  for  1959.  It  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $339,900  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act 
of  1959,  approved  August  27,  1958,  pro¬ 
vided  an  additional  $1,750,000  to  meet 
the  increasing  workload  of  this  activity. 
That  appropriation  covered  operations 
for  only  10  months  of  the  fiscal  year  1959. 
The  increase  set  forth  above  is  provided 
to  cover  a  full  12  months’  cost  in  fiscal 
year  1960. 

An  appropriation  of  $31,803,708  is 
recommended  for  grants  to  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This 
amount,  which  is  the  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  includes  $31,553,708  for  payments 
to  States  and  $250,000  for  the  penalty 
mail  costs  of  this  program. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  cooperative  agricultural  extension 
work  of  the  Department  aids  in  making 
available  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States  useful  and  practical  information 
on  subjects  relating  to  agriculture  and 
home  economics  and  encourages  the  use 
of  such  information.  The  work  is  car¬ 
ried  on  by  incorporating  research  re¬ 
sults,  technological  advancements,  and 
other  facts  of  the  Department,  the  agri¬ 
cultural  colleges,  and  the  experiment 
stations  into  a  national  educational  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  the  means  by  which 
people  can  solve  their  farm,  home,  mar¬ 
keting  and  related  problems.  The  Ex¬ 


tension  Service  is  financed  from  Federal, 
State,  county  and  local  sources,  and  the 
use  of  funds  provided  is  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  States.  The  funds  are  used 
within  the  States  for  employment  of 
State  specialists,  county  agents,  home 
demonstration  agents,  4-H  Club  agents, 
and  others  who  conduct  among  rural 
people  joint  educational  programs 
adapted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $53,715,000 
is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is 
the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1959,  prior  to  transfers 
to  various  other  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  to  cover  increased  pay  costs, 
as  authorized  by  the  Second  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1959. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $5,674,375  is 
included  in  the  bill  for  1960  for  retire¬ 
ment.  The  increase  of  $195,000  over  the 
1959  appropriation  is  provided  to  cover 
the  Federal  contribution  to  the  retire¬ 
ment  fund. 

It  is  estimated  that  State  and  county 
funds  will  increase  by  $4  million  in  1960 
and  that  75  percent  of  this  will  be  used 
for  salaries  of  additional  extension 
agents.  Since  all  extension  agents  are 
joint  employees  of  both  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  cooperating  land-grant 
institutions,  and  are  covered  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  civil  service  retirement 
fund,  additional  Federal  retirement  con¬ 
tributions  will  be  required  for  the  addi¬ 
tional  agents  expected  to  be  employed 
with  State  and  local  funds. 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $2,491,307  for  penalty 
mail  costs  of  State  extension  directors 
and  county  extension  agents  during  the 
coming  year,  as  authorized  by  law.  This 
is  a  continuation  of  the  amount  avail¬ 
able  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  pro¬ 
vides  the  leadership,  counsel  and  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  extension  services  in  the  49 
States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico.  An 
appropriation  of  $2,242,540  is  approved 
for  the  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  is  available  for  1959,  and  is 
$16,255  less  than  the  budget  estimate. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

This  Service  conducts  research,  ad¬ 
visory  and  educational  work  with  cooper¬ 
atives  on  problems  of  organizations,  fi¬ 
nancing,  management  policies,  merchan¬ 
dising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership, 
to  help  fanners  who  are  members  of  such 
organizations  improve  the  operations  of 
their  businesses.  It  cooperates  with  the 
Extension  Service,  land-grant  colleges, 
banks  for  cooperatives,  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  agriculture,  and  other  agencies 
to  bring  about  better  understanding  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  princi¬ 
ples  and  practices.  The  Service  also  ad¬ 
vises  other  Federal  agencies,  on  problems 
relating  to  agricultural  cooperatives. 

The  sum  of  $615,800  is  recommended 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1959,  and  is  a  reduction  of 
$4,200  in  the  budget  estimate. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  assists 
soil  conservation  districts  and  other  co- 
operators  in  bringing  about  physical  ad¬ 
justments  in  land  use  that  will  conserve 
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soil  and  water  resources,  provide  for  agri¬ 
cultural  production  on  a  sustained  basis, 
and  reduce  damage  by  floods  and  sedi¬ 
mentation.  The  Service  also  develops 
and  carries  out  special  drainage,  irriga¬ 
tion,  flood  prevention,  and  watershed 
protection  activities  in  cooperation  with 
soil  conservation  districts,  watershed 
groups,  and  other  Federal  and  State 
agencies  having  related  responsibilities. 

The  committee  has  provided  $82,322,- 
000  for  the  coming  year,  an  increase  of 
$1,250,000  in  the  budget  estimate  and  an 
increase  of  $1,760,400  over  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  year  1959,  for  conservation 
operations. 

It  is  estimated  that  30  new  districts 
will  be  organized  during  the  present  fiscal 
year  and  that  an  additional  25  districts 
will  be  formed  during  fiscal  year  1960. 
As  has  been  the  case  each  year  in  recent 
years,  no  additional  funds  were  included 
in  the  1960  budget  to  cover  the  staffing 
of  new  districts  during  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  Without  such  additional  funds, 
the  needs  of  the  new  districts  would  have 
to  be  met  by  the  transfer  of  technicians 
from  existing  districts,  which  would 
spread  existing  personnel  thinner. 

The  basic  law  guarantees  the  services 
of  soil  conservation  experts  to  all  dis¬ 
tricts,  both  new  and  existing  ones. 
Therefore,  the  committee  has  provided 
additional  funds  for  next  year  to  assure 
adequate  assistance  to  all  of  the  2,861 
districts  expected  to  be  in  existence  by 
June  30,  1960,  and  to  meet  the  needs  in 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  work. 

The  bill  carries  $25,500,000  for  water¬ 
shed  protection  and  $18  million  for  flood 
prevention,  the  amounts  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1959.  This  represents  an 
increase  in  the  budget  estimates  of  $5  V2 
million  for  watershed  protection  and 
$3  million  for  flood  prevention. 

Testimony  before  the  committee  indi¬ 
cates  that  local  interest  continues  to 
grow  in  the  watershed  program.  During 
1958  fiscal  year  175  new  applications  for 
watershed  project  assistance  were  re¬ 
ceived  from  local  sponsors,  bringing  to 
887  the  total  received  as  of  June  30,  1958. 
These  applications  cover  over  69  million 
acres  of  watershed  lands  in  47  States 
and  Territories.  As  of  December  12, 

1958,  an  additional  121  new  applications 
have  been  received  in  the  fiscal  year 

1959.  It  is  estimated  that  a  total  of 
1,337  project  applications  will  be  under 
consideration  by  June  30,  1960. 

Watershed  needs,  judged  by  this  will¬ 
ingness  of  local  organizations  to  partici¬ 
pate,  far  exceeds  that  of  the  Great  Plains 
program,  for  which  a  budget  increase  was 
requested.  Therefore,  funds  for  water¬ 
shed  projects  have  been  restored  by  the 
committee  to  the  1959  level.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  committee  that  planning 
funds  be  restored  in  full  also. 

For  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  the  accompanying  bill  includes 
$7  V2  million  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  is  a  decrease  of  $5  million  in  the 
budget  estimate  and  is  a  decreased  of 
$2  y2  million  below  the  appropriation  for 
fiscal  year  1959. 

The  participation  in  this  program  has 
not  been  as  large  as  originally  projected 
by  the  Department.  In  fiscal  year  1958, 
only  $5,636,148  was  obligated  for  this 


purpose,  leaving  an  unused  balance  of 
over  $4  million  available  for  fiscal  year 
1959,  in  addition  to  the  1959  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $10  million.  As  of  March  31, 
1959,  only  $7,095,531  of  the  $14,373,853 
available  for  1959  had  been  committed. 
At  this  rate  of  obligation,  a  large  carry¬ 
over  balance  of  funds  will  be  available  in 
fiscal  year  1960  in  addition  to  the  new 
appropriation  of  $7,500,000  included  in 
the  bill.  Thus,  between  $10  million  and 
$12,500,000  will  probably  be  available  in 
1960  for  this  program. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  purposes  of  this  program  include 
restoring  and  improving  soil  fertility,  re¬ 
ducing  erosion  caused  by  water  and 
wind,  and  conserving  water  on  the  land. 
To  effectuate  these  purposes,  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  offers 
cost-sharing  assistance  to  individual 
farmers  and  ranchers  for  carrying  out 
approved  soil  building  and  soil  and  water 
conserving  practices  on  their  farms. 
The  Federal  assistance  represents  only  a 
part  of  the  Cost  of  performing  the  prac¬ 
tice.  The  farmer  bears  the  balance  of 
the  cost — 50  percent  on  the  average — 
and  in  addition  supplies  the  labor  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  practice. 

An  appropriation  of  $241,500,000,  the 
full  budget  estimate,  is  recommended  for 
fiscal  year  1960  to  meet  the  commit¬ 
ments  for  cost-sharing  practices  applied 
throughout  the  country  under  the  1959 
program  authorization  of  $250  million. 
The  amount  recommend  is  estimated  to 
be  the  full  amount  needed  to  meet  the 
commitments  due  under  the  1959  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  addition,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  advance  program  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $250  million  for  1960.  The  bud¬ 
get  proposed  to  reduce  this  authorization 
to  $100  million  for  1960,  a  reduction  of 
$150  million  in  the  amount  which  has 
been  carried  in  the  bill  each  year  for  a 
number  of  years.  This  is  the  fourth 
time  since  1953  that  a  substantial  cut  of 
this  nature  has  been  proposed  by  the 
budget. 

The  committee  received  a  large 
amount  of  testimony  again  this  year 
from  “dirt  farmers,”  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  representatives  of  farm  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  others,  in  support  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  This  testimony,  which  appears  in 
part  4  of  this  year’s  hearings,  contains 
convincing  evidence  as  to  the  real  value 
of  this  program  to  the  farmer  and  to  the 
entire  Nation. 

Approximately  1*4  million  farmers 
participate  in  this  program  each  year. 
This  is  about  25  percent  of  all  farming 
units  in  the  Nation.  In  comparison, 
there  are  less  than  125,000  participants 
in  the  conservation  reserve  program — 
soil  bank — for  which  the  budget  pro¬ 
poses  an  advance  program  authorization 
of  $375  million  for  1960. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
aids  in  advancing  the  orderly  and  effi¬ 
cient  marketing  and  the  effective  distri¬ 
bution  of  products  from  the  Nation’s 
farms.  The  domestic  marketing  and 
distribution  functions  of  the  Department 
are  centered  in  this  Service.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  is  also  responsible  for  the 
coordination  of  all  statistical  work  of 
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the  Department.  The  functions  of  the 
Service  include  the  following:  marketing 
research:  analyses  of  economic  data; 
crop  and  livestock  estimates:  market 
news  services:  inspection,  grading,  class¬ 
ing,  and  standardization  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts;  freight  rate  services:  regulatory 
activities ;  cooperative  programs  in  mar¬ 
keting;  the  school  lunch  program;  re¬ 
moval  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  ;  and  marketing  agreements  and 
orders. 

An  appropriation  of  $39,907,100  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  1960,  including  $15,044,500  for 
marketing  research  and  agricultural 
estimates  and  $24,862,600  for  marketing 
services.  The  amounts  recommended 
are  $1,990,400  over  the  1959  appropria¬ 
tion  and  are  a  reduction  of  $2,152,900  in 
the  budget  estimates. 

A  reduction  of  $294,600  has  been  made 
in  the  marketing  research  activities  of 
this  organization.  While  the  consumer 
preference  studies  have  been  of  value  in 
the  past,  the  committee  feels  that  this 
work  should  be  suspended  for  the  coming 
year  to  provide  funds  for  what  appear 
to  be  more  urgent  needs  elsewhere. 

The  increase  provided  for  marketing 
services  includes  $45,000  to  cover  higher 
rates  approved  by  the  Federal  Commu¬ 
nications  Commission  for  leased  tele¬ 
type  facilities  for  market  news  services, 
$2  million  to  provide  service  under  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  on  a  full 
year  basis,  $250,000  for  administration 
of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  less 
a  deduction  of  $33,967  for  leasing  costs 
transferred  to  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration.  The  amount  approved 
also  includes  $24,000  for  various  special 
needs  which  were  brought  to  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  attention  during  the  hearings. 

Mandatory  poultry  inspection  was  in¬ 
itiated  on  May  1,  1958.  As  of  March  19, 
1959,  a  total  of  472  plants  were  receiving 
inspection  service  under  the  act.  It  is 
estimated  that  a  total  of  about  650  evis¬ 
cerating  and  slaughtering  plants  will  be 
qualified  for  such  service  by  June  30, 
1959.  An  appropriation  of  $6,500,000 
was  made  for  1959  for  this  activity.  The 
increase  provided  for  fiscal  year  1960 
will  provide  funds  for  placing  inspection 
on  a  full-year  basis  in  all  eviscerating 
plants  and  should  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  carry  on  this  work  at  a  satis¬ 
factory  level  during  the  coming  year. 

Changes  in  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act  adopted  in  the  last  session  of 
Congress  brought  all  livestock  trans¬ 
actions  in  interstate  commerce,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  size  of  the  market,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Department.  This 
has  increased  the  number  of  yards  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  Act  from  about  1,000  to  an 
estimated  2,100.  In  order  to  enable  the 
Department  to  meet  this  added  responsi¬ 
bility,  the  increase  of  $250,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  next  year. 

For  payments  to  States,  Territories, 
and  possessions,  the  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $1,160,000  is  included  in  the  bill 
for  1960.  This  is  the  same  amount  as 
was  provided  for  fiscal  year  1959.  Pay¬ 
ments  under  this  appropriation  are 
made  on  a  matched-fund  basis  to  State 
and  territorial  marketing  agencies  for 
programs  designed  to  get  into  practical 
use  improved  methods  and  practices  in 
the  marketing  of  farm  products. 
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The  school  lunch  program  provided 
noonday  meals  to  about  30  percent  of 
the  Nation’s  39  million  schoolchildren 
in  the  fiscal  year  1958.  Peak  participa¬ 
tion  was  11.5  million  children  in  1958, 
an  increase  of  8  percent  over  1957. 

.  This  program  utilized  3.5  billion 
pounds  of  food,  of  which  3.2  billion 
pounds  were  purchased  in  local  markets 
and  0.3  billion  pounds  were  donated  by 
the  Department.  A  total  of  over  $853 
million  was  spent  through  this  program 
in  1958,  $240  million  from  Federal 
sources  and  the  balance  from  State  and 
local  sources. 

For  the  fiscal  year  1959,  the  Congress 
appropriated  $110  million  for  this  pro¬ 
gram.  In  addition,  it  provided  for  the 
transfer  of  $35  million  from  section  32 
funds  to  section  6  of  the  school  lunch 
program  to  be  used  to  purchase  foods 
needed  for  school  lunches. 

The  committee  was  not  all  satisfied 
with  the  Department’s  handling  of  pur¬ 
chases  under  the  transfer  arrangement. 
It  was  intended  that  these  funds  would 
be  used  to  provide  high  protein  foods, 
principally  red  meats,  to  supplement  the 
foods  otherwise  used  in  the  program. 
While  a  considerable  quantity  of  turkeys 
was  provided  to  the  schools  from  this 
money,  it  was  not  until  late  in  the  year 
that  a  pork  purchase  program  was  un¬ 
dertaken.  And  no  beef  was  ever  pro¬ 
vided  from  this  source. 

The  most  unfortunate  aspect  of  this 
failure  to  provide  the  red  meats  as  ex¬ 
pected  was  that  most  of  the  schools  had 
arranged  their  annual  operating  budgets 
and  set  their  meal  prices  last  fall  with 
full  expectations  of  receiving  this  addi¬ 
tional  food  assistance.  Many  of  the 
schools  have  been  faxed  with  deficits 
during  the  year  as  a  result. 

In  order  to  prevent  this  situation  from 
developing  in  the  coming  year,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  provided  for  the  direct  dis¬ 
tribution  to  the  schools  of  the  entire 
amount  of  the  transfer  from  section  32, 
to  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  necessary 
food  items. 

The  committee  has  provided  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $110  million  in  the  1960 
bill,  the  same  amount  as  was  appropri¬ 
ated  for  fiscal  year  1959.  In  addition, 
it  has  included  language  which  will 
transfer  to  the  program  the  estimated 
unused  balance  of  section  32  funds  for 
1959  of  $43,657,248.  This  will  provide  a 
total  of  $153,657,248  for  school  lunches 
in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

FOREIGN  ARGICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  de¬ 
velops  plans  and  policies  related  to  the 
administration  of  the  foreign  affairs  and 
interests  of  U.S.  agriculture.  It  gathers, 
analyzes,  and  disseminates  to  American 
agriculture  basic  information  on  foreign 
marketing  of  U.S.  agricultural  products. 
It  coordinates  and  directs  a  worldwide 
agricultural  attache  service  with  particu¬ 
lar  emphasis  on  the  development  of  mar¬ 
kets  for  American  products  and  on  trade 
reporting  from  foreign  areas  designed  to 
aid  the  American  farmers  and  exporters. 

The  budget  estimate  provides  a  total 
of  $7,421,300  for  the  operation  of  this 
activity  during  the  coming  year.  Of 
this  amount,  $4,268,300  is  requested  as  a 
direct  appropriation  and  $2,593,000  is 


requested  as  a  transfer  from  section  32 
funds.  In  addition,  the  use  of  $560,000 
in  foreign  currencies  derived  from  sales 
under  Public  Law  480  is  proposed. 

The  committee  recommends  total 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1960  of  $7,321,300. 
Of  this  amount,  $3,518,300  is  provided  by 
direct  appropriation,  $2,493,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  transfer  from  section  32,  and 
$1,310,000  is  provided  from  Public  Law 
480  local  currencies.  Since  local  cur¬ 
rencies  are  now  available  in  large 
amounts,  the  committee  feels  that  they 
should  be  used  for  a  greater  part  of  the 
expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service  operations  than  heretofore. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  objectives  of  this  Agency  are  to 
prevent  commodity  price  manipulations 
and  market  corners ;  prevent  dissemina¬ 
tion  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and 
market  information;  protect  hedgers  and 
other  users  of  the  commodity  futures 
markets ;  insure  the  benefits  of  member¬ 
ship  privileges  on  contract  markets  to 
cooperative  associations;  insure  trust- 
fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and 
equities  of  hedgers  and  other  traders; 
and  provide  information  to  the  public 
regarding  trading  operations  and  con¬ 
tract  markets. 

The  bill  carriers  an  appropriation  of 
$909,500  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $16,300  over  1959  funds  and 
is  $9,500  more  than  was  requested  in  the 
budget.  The  amount  recommended  is 
based  on  the  regular  1959  appropriation 
of  $832,000,  plus  $77,500  to  cover  the  full 
cost  of  the  pay  act  increases  approved 
last  year. 

The  Committee  does  not  feel  that  this 
organization  should  be  required  to  ab¬ 
sorb  the  cost  of  its  salary  increases,  due 
to  the  small  number  of  personnel  and  the 
essential  nature  of  its  work.  Also,  this 
Agency  has  been  very  economically  op¬ 
erated  throughout  the  years,  with  a 
steadily  decreasing  number  of  employees, 
despite  constantly  increasing  demands 
on  its  personnel. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 

The  Soil  Bank  Act  authorized  an  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program  and  a  conservation 
reserve  program  to  assist  farmers  to  di¬ 
vert  cropland  from  the  production  of 
excessive  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  and  to  carry  out  a  program  of 
soil,  water,  forest,  and  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion.  In  1956  and  1957,  the  programs 
were  financed  from  funds  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  pursuant  to 
section  120  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  which 
authorized  the  Secretary  to  utilize  the 
facilities,  services,  authorities,  and  funds 
of  the  Corporation  in  carrying  out  the 
act  from  its  enactment  through  June  30, 
1957.  Since  fiscal  year  1958,  the  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  financed  by  direct  ap¬ 
propriations. 

The  acreage  reserve  program  was  dis¬ 
continued  after  the  1958  crop  year. 
Final  liquidation  of  the  program  will  be 
carried  out  in  the  fiscal  year  1960.  This 
will  involve  handling  of  violations  of 
agreements,  adjustment  of  payments, 
claims,  preparation  of  records  of  indi¬ 
vidual  payments,  and  other  liquidation 
activities. 

An  appropriation  of  $310  million  is 
provided  to  pay  off  obligations  under  the 


1959  conservation  reserve  and  to  meet 
operating  expenses  of  that  program.  For 
the  1960  crop  year,  the  Committee  rec¬ 
ommends  an  advance  authorization  of 
$325  million.  Both  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  are  $50  million  less  than  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  budget. 

The  record  of  the  soil  bank  programs 
raises  many  serious  questions  as  to  the 
advisability  of  continuation  of  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program.  Hearings  of 
this  committee  have  been  filled  with  ex¬ 
amples  of  the  weaknesses  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  abuses  to  which  it  is  sub¬ 
ject  by  its  very  nature.  The  hearings 
this  year  include  further  examples  of 
the  waste  and  inefficiencies  which  are 
inherent  in  the  program. 

The  testimony  presented  this  year  also 
raises  a  fundamental  question  as  to  the 
real  purpose  of  the  conservation  reserve 
program.  The  Assistant  Secretary  in 
charge  stated  during  the  hearings  that 
the  “primary  purpose  of  the  program  is 
to  divert  cropland  from  production  of 
excessive  supplies  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.”  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
acreage  reserve  program  did  not  prove 
effective  in  reducing  production  and  was 
discontinued  upon  recommendations  of 
the  President  and  the  Secretary,  it  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  understand  how  the  conservation 
reserve  in  its  present  form  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

Since  the  primary  justification  for 
continuation  of  the  conservation  reserve 
is  to  reduce  production,  the  committee 
has  included  language  in  the  bill  which 
will  require  that  payments  for  land  re¬ 
tirement  be  based  on  the  value  of  actual 
production  reduced. 

The  conservation  reserve  may  have 
some  value  as  a  conservation  program, 
since  one  of  its  objectives  is  to  put  cover 
crops  on  land  retired  from  production 
and  place  it  in  a  standby  reserve.  In  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  subcommittee,  however,  this  con¬ 
servation  objective  can  be  handled  in  a 
much  more  effective  way  through  the 
other  soil  conservation  programs  of  the 
Department,  particularly  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program,  commonly 
referred  to  as  ACP. 

During  the  hearings,  it  was  estimated 
that  the  conservation  reserve  program 
will  cost  between  $2.5  and  $3  billion  dur¬ 
ing  the  15-year  period  provided  by  the 
present  Soil  Bank  Act.  If  extended  an¬ 
other  3  years,  as  recommended  by  the 
President,  it  will  cost  another  $1.5  to 
$2  billion.  This  is  a  total  possible  cost 
to  the  taxpayer  of  between  $4  and  $5 
billion.  In  view  of  the  potential  size  of 
the  commitments  which  can  be  made 
under  this  long -range  program,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  included  language  in  the  bill 
to  limit  contracts  to  a  period  of  5  years. 
It  is  hoped  that  such  a  provision  may 
help  to  hold  down  this  tremendous  ex¬ 
penditure  in  future  years. 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 

The  Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
has  responsibility  for  the  operation  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota 
program,  the  Sugar  Act,  the  Internation¬ 
al  Wheat  Agreement,  the  ASC  State  and 
county  offices,  and  various  related  activi¬ 
ties. 
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For  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas,  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $39,- 
135,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal 
year  1960.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $580,- 
000  below  funds  provided  for  1959. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  a 
decrease  of  $3,315,000,  due  to  termina¬ 
tion  of  corn  acreage  allotments  under 
legislation  adopted  last  year.  It  also 
includes  an  additional  $2,735,000  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  10  percent  salary  increase  for  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
County  Committee  employees,  effective 
July  1,  1959.  Under  existing  law,  these 
employees  are  not  under  the  classified 
civil  service,  and  therefore  were  not  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  salary  increase  provided  oth¬ 
er  Federal  employees  last  year.  It  would 
require  legislation  to  include  them,  which 
is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $71,500,000,  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $4,500,000  below  the  1959  ap¬ 
propriation,  for  the  Sugar  Act  program. 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane 
who  comply  with  certain  special  require¬ 
ments.  To  finance  these  payments,  a 
tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred  pounds  is 
imposed  on  all  beet  and  cane  sugar  proc¬ 
essed  in  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States  for  direct  consumption. 

During  the  period  1938-58,  collections 
have  exceeded  program  payments  by 
$388,095,480. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural 
producers  provides  protection  from  losses 
caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards, 
such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant 
diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood,  wind,  and 
other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not 
indemnify  producers  for  losses  resulting 
from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe 
good  farming  practices. 

The  bill  carries  the  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $6,376,700  for  operating  and 
administrative  costs  of  this  program  for 
fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  was  provided  for  fiscal  year 
1959.  In  addition,  authority  is  provided 
for  the  Corporation  to  spend  $2,330,000 
from  its  premium  income  for  such  costs. 

The  program  is  operating  in  830  coun¬ 
ties  in  1959  and  is  expected  to  expand 
to  857  during  fiscal  year  1960.  The 
budgeted  program  for  1960  contem¬ 
plates  400,000  crops  insured,  compared 
to  380,000  for  1959. 

The  committee  is  glad  to  note  that 
this  program,  which  is  still  on  an  experi¬ 
mental  basis,  is  operating  satisfactorily. 
Due  to  good  weather  and  good  crop  ex¬ 
perience  in  1958,  premium  income  ex¬ 
ceeded  indemnities  by  nearly  $13.5  mil¬ 
lion.  As  a  result,  for  the  10-year  period 
1948  to  1958  the  accumulated  surplus  is 
$2  million. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  was  established  by  Executive  order 
in  1935  to  make  loans  for  the  extension 
of  central  station  electric  service  to 
unserved  rural  people.  The  Agency  was 
continued  by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  of  1936  and  became  a  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  In 
1949,  the  act  was  amended  to  authorize 
REA  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose  of 


furnishing  and  improving  telephone 
service  to  rural  areas.  Loans  for  con¬ 
struction  of  electric  and  telephone  fa¬ 
cilities  are  self  liquidating  within-  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  not  to  exceed  35  years,  including 
interest. 

The  1960  budget  proposed  $136  million 
for  rural  electrification  loans  and  $79 
million  for  rural  telephone  loans.  In 
addition,  the  budget  provided  a  contin¬ 
gency  fund  of  $25  million  for  each 
program. 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  request  for  both  programs.  As 
compared  with  loan  authorizations  for 
1959,  this  is  a  decrease  of  $181  million 
for  electrification  loans  and  an  increase 
of  $11,500,000  for  rural  telephone  loans. 
The  decrease  for  the  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  is  made  possible  by  an  estimated 
carryover  of  $107,350,637  of  unused  funds 
from  fiscal  year  1959,  plus  about  $2  mil¬ 
lion  in  rescissions  of  prior  loans  during 
fiscal  year  1960.  The  amount  included 
in  the  bill,  plus  the  carryover  balance  and 
rescissions  will  cover  a  $245  million  pro¬ 
gram  in  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  the 
same  size  program  as  carried  out  in  1958 
and  is  only  slightly  smaller  than  the  1959 
loan  program. 

The  committee  was  requested  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  telephone  cooperatives 
to  earmark  $35  million  of  the  telephone 
loan  funds  for  the  use  of  the  coopera¬ 
tives.  A  separate  amount  has  not  been 
set  aside  for  this  purpose  in  the  1960 
bill,  due  to  assurances  received  that  no 
action  will  be  taken  by  the  Department 
which  would  disapprove  any  loans  to 
cooperatives  which  have  the  approval  of 
the  Administrator. 

While  the  REA  program  has  extended 
electric  service  to  about  95  percent  of  all 
rural  America,  the  need  for  loans  to  en¬ 
large  the  carrying  capacity  of  existing 
facilities  and  to  meet  a  more  widely  dis¬ 
persed  rural  population  requires  con¬ 
tinuation  of  available  loan  funds.  The 
REA  has  an  enviable  repayment  record, 
in  that  repayments  to  date,  including  in¬ 
terest,  exceed  100  percent  of  amounts 
due. 

In  1959  collections  on  all  loans  will 
total  about  $154.1  million.  It  is  estimated 
that  collections  in  1960  will  be  nearly 
$168.7  million.  In  a  few  years  collections 
should  equal  the  amount  of  new  loans 
authorized  each  year. 

For  administrative  expenses  of  the 
REA  -  program,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $9,632,- 
000  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $61,300  over  1959,  which  amount 
is  provided  to  cover  the  full  amount  re¬ 
quested  to  cover  salary  increases  author¬ 
ized  in  the  last  session. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
performs  the  following  six  major  activi¬ 
ties:  First,  makes  direct  and  insured 
farm  ownership  loans  to  farm  tenants, 
farm  laborers,  sharecroppers  and  other 
individuals  for  the  purchase,  enlarge¬ 
ment  or  development  of  family  type 
farms;  second,  makes  production  and 
subsistence  loans  to  farmers  and  stock- 
men  for  farm  operating  expenses  and 
other  farm  needs,  including  the  finan¬ 
cing  of  indebtedness  and  family  sub¬ 
sistence;  third,  makes  direct  and  in¬ 
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sured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans 
for  the  development  and  utilization  of 
water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement 
of  farmlands  by  soil  and  water  conserv¬ 
ing  facilities  and  practices;  fourth, 
makes  emergency  loans  to  farmers  and 
stockmen  in  designated  areas  where  dis¬ 
aster  has  caused  need  for  agricultural 
credit  not  readily  available  from  other 
sources;  fifth,  makes  farm  housing 
loans  for  construction,  improvement,  al¬ 
teration,  repair  or  replacement  of  dwell¬ 
ings  and  other  farm  buildings;  and 
sixth,  makes  watershed  loans  to  local 
organizations  for  installing,  repairing  or 
improving  works  of  improvement  and 
water  storage  facilities,  purchasing  sites 
or  rights-of-way  and  for  related  costs 
of  watershed  projects.  Technical  guid¬ 
ance  in  planning  and  carrying  out  sound 
farm  operations  is  provided  farmers  on 
the  basis  of  their  individual  problems  and 
needs.  No  loans  are  made  to  applicants 
who  can  secure  adequate  credit  from 
other  sources  at  reasonable  rates. 

For  the  lending  programs  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  for  fiscal 
year  1960,  the  bill  includes  a  total  loan 
authorization  of  $206  million.  This  au¬ 
thorization  includes  $24  million  for  farm 
ownership  loans,  $180  million  for  farm 
operation  (production  and  subsistence) 
loans,  and  $2  million  for  soil  and  water 
conservation  loans.  In  addition,  the  bill 
provides  a  $20  million  contingency  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  two  major  programs. 

The  budget  decrease  for  farm  owner¬ 
ship  loans  was  based  on  the  expected  in¬ 
creased  use  of  the  insured  loan  program 
in  1960.  In  the  past,  however,  the  in¬ 
sured  loan  program  has  not  provided 
sufficient  funds  to  meet  the  need.  The 
committee  has  restored  the  1959  level  of 
funds  for  this  purpose  to  make  certain 
that  sufficient  funds  are  available  in  the 
event  private  funds  are  not  provided. 

The  committee  has  not  gone  along 
with  the  proposed  decrease  in  funds  for 
production  and  subsistence  loans.  The 
total  loans  for  this  purpose  in  1958  were 
$176  million,  and  it  is  estimated  that 
$180  million  will  be  used  in  1959.  In  view 
of  the  difficult  problem  facing  most 
farmers  during  this  period  of  declining 
net  income,  the  committee  does  not  feel 
that  a  cut  in  these  loan  funds  is  advisable 
at  this  time. 

There  has  been  a  substantially  reduced 
demand  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans,  apparently  due  to  the  more  ade¬ 
quate  rainfall  in  many  areas  of  the  coun¬ 
try  in  recent  years.  Accordingly,  the 
committee  has  agreed  to  most  of  the  re¬ 
duction  for  this  type  of  loan  recom¬ 
mend  in  the  1960  budget. 

It  is  pointed  out  again  that  these  funds 
are  not  appropriations  but  are  authori¬ 
zations  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury, 
with  repayment  of  principal  and  interest 
due  from  the  borrower.  Total  collec¬ 
tions  in  1959  are  estimated  to  be  over 
$216  million.  For  1960,  the  estimate  is 
$231  million,  which  will  exceed  the  loan 
authorizations  recommended  in  the  1960 
bill  by  $25  million. 

The  committee  has  approved  $30,300,- 
000  for  the  administrative  costs  of  this 
agency  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is 
$778,950  less  than  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1959  and  is  a  reduction  of  $1  million 
in  the  budget  estimate. 
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Due  to  improved  crop  conditions  in  the 
past  several  years,  the  disaster  loan  work 
of  this  organization  has  decreased,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  Southwest  and  middle 
Great  Plains  States.  Disaster  loans 
loans  have  decreased  from  $63.5  million 
in  1958  to  an  estimated  $58.5  million  in 
1959  and  an  estimated  $49  million  in 
1960.  Accordingly,  the  committee  has 
made  a  small  reduction  in  administrative 
expenses. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

This  Office  performs  all  legal  work 
arising'  from  the  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  General  Counsel  represents 
the  Department  in  many  administrative 
proceedings  for  the  promulgation  of 
rules  having  the  force  and  effect  of  law; 
in  quasi- judicial  hearings  held  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  administration  of  vari¬ 
ous  programs  and  acts;  and  in  proceed¬ 
ings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  involving  freight  rates  and 
practices  relating  to  farm  commodi¬ 
ties.  He  serves  as  general  counsel  for 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation. 
In  addition,  he  reviews  crimiiial  cases 
arising  under  the  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  for  referral  to  the  Department 
of  Justice. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,115,300  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  the  coming  year  for  this 
office.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $93,450 
below  the  1959  appropriation,  and  is 
$195,200  less  than  the  budget  estimate. 

The  justifications  presented  to  the 
committee  indicate  that  this  office  ex¬ 
pects  to  receive  transfers  from  other 
agencies  of  the  Department  during  fiscal 
year  1960  of  $195,200.  A  budget  reduc¬ 
tion  in  this  amount  is  recommended, 
therefore. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  includes 
such  staff  offices  of  the  Department  as 
the  immediate  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
the  Office  of  Personnel,  the  Office  of 
Budget  and  Finance,  the  Office  of  Plant 
and  Operations,  the  Office  of  Hearing 
Examiners,  the  Office  of  Administrative 
Management,  and  the  National  Agricul¬ 
tural  Advisory  Commission. 

The  committee  has  included  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $2,881,000  in  the  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $20,750  over  1959.  The  increase  is 
provided  to  cover  the  full  amount  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget  to  cover  pay  act 
increases. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  has  general 
direction  and  supervision  over  all  publi¬ 
cations  and  other  information  activities 
of  the  Department.  The  Office  publishes 
the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  annual 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
the  Department  Directory,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  List  of  Publications.  It  handles 
the  distribution  of  farm  bulletins  and  re¬ 
quests  for  information  received  in  the 
Department.  It  also  produces  motion 
pictures,  chart  and  graphic  materials 
and  photographic  work  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  and  other  Government  agencies 
through  reimbursement. 

For  fiscal  year  1960,  the  committee 
recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$1,431,665  for  this  program.  This  is  an 


increase  of  $5,900  over  1959,  due  to  the 
inclusion  of  the  full  budget  estimate  for 
salary  increases. 

LIBRARY 

The  library  procures  and  preserves  all 
information  concerning  agriculture. 
Under  the  act  establishing  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  it  serves  as  the  Na¬ 
tional  Agricultural  Library. 

An  appropriation  of  $900,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  this  activity  for  fiscal  year  1960. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $71,660  over  the 

1959  funds,  and  is  $32,600  less  than  the 

1960  estimate. 

The  increase  is  recommended  to  enable 
the  Department  to  conduct  an  intensive 
review  of  the  library  collection  to  elimi¬ 
nate  unnecessary  material  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  preservation  of  valuable  agricul¬ 
tural  publications.  This  work  is  essential 
if  the  library  is  to  meet  the  demands 
made  upon  it  by  research  and  other 
scientific  personnel  of  the  Department. 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farm  Credit  Administration  pro¬ 
vides  supervision,  examination,  facilities 
and  sen/ices  to  the  coordinated  system 
of  farm  credit  banks  and  corporations 
which  make  loans  to  farmers  and  their 
cooperatives.  It  was  originally  created 
in  1933  and  was  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  1939.  It  was 
reestablished  as  an  independent  agency 
by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953. 

The  bill  includes  an  administrative  ex¬ 
pense  limitation  of  $2,125,000  for  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration.  This  is 
the  same  amount  as  was  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1959  and  as  was  included  in 
the  1960  budget. 

The  bill  also  includes  language  which 
authorizes  expenditures  necessary  in  the 
liquidation  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mort¬ 
gage  Corporation  and  the  sale  of  its 
mineral  reservations.  All  Government 
capital  has  been  repaid. 

The  administrative  expenses  of  the  in¬ 
termediate  credit  banks  are  no  longer 
subject  to  congressional  limitation,  as 
provided  by  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1956. 
Therefore,  nothing  is  included  in  this 
bill  for  these  institutions. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  our  preliminary  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  measure  to  appropriate 
funds  for  agriculture,  I  hope  everyone 
will  keep  in  mind  two  very  important 
considerations. 

The  first  is  the  obvious  fact  that  our 
subcommittee  has  spent  many,  many 
days  in  hearings  to  develop  all  of  the 
information  necessary  for  fair  judg¬ 
ment.  We  have  had  scores  of  witnesses 
before  us  and,  believe  me,  we  have  made 
a  searching  inquiry  into  each  and  every 
one  of  the  items  before  you  in  this  bill. 
Because  we  do  have  complete  confidence 
in  the  balances  we  have  struck,  we  come 
before  you  as  advocates  of  these  items 
as  being,  in  our  judgment,  the  appropri¬ 
ate  amounts  to  spend  for  the  various 
activities. 

In  arriving  at  our  combined  decisions, 
some  of  us  felt  that  additional  adjust¬ 


ments  should  have  been  made  in  a  few 
items.  However,  the  will  of  the  major¬ 
ity  has  prevailed  and  I  am  personally 
giving  my  support  to  the  bill  as  reported 
even  though  it  must  be  clear  to  all  that 
I,  like  other  members  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  have  not  in  every  instance  had  my 
way. 

This  bill,  like  all  legislation,  repre¬ 
sents  a  compromise.  It  represents  the 
group  judgment  of  seven  men  who  have 
literally  lived  with  the  agriculture  budg¬ 
et  in  recent  months.  They  are  all  able 
men  and  they  represent  a  complete 
range  of  interests  from  consumers  to 
producers  of  various  commodities. 

Our  colleagues  know  and  respect  the 
older  members  of  our  subcommittee  in 
years  of  service  so  I  shall  not  take  the 
time  to  toll  their  virtues.  But  perhaps 
it  needs  to  be  said  that  the  two  rela¬ 
tively  new  members — the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Santangelo],  who 
joined  us  in  the  last  Congress,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel], 
who  joined  us  just  this  year — bring  to 
our  subcommittee  not  only  great  indi¬ 
vidual  capacities  but  some  new  per¬ 
spectives.  They  represent  large  con¬ 
sumer  districts  and  one  of  the  most  re¬ 
warding  experiences  has  been  to  see  how 
eagerly  they  searched  for  knowledge  of 
our  great  agricultural  enterprise  and 
how  ready  they  were  to  see  the  pro¬ 
ducer’s  side  of  the  question.  I  am  sure 
they  know  now,  as  never  before,  the  tre¬ 
mendous  value  to  the  consuming  public 
of  our  national  programs  to  be  financed 
by  this  appropriation. 

The  other  point  to  keep  in  mind  is  the 
fact  that  agricultural  legislation  is  vir¬ 
tually  deadlocked.  We,  in  the  fanning 
communities  of  America,  are  on  the  horns 
of  a  dilemma  from  which  we  seem  un¬ 
able  to  remove  ourselves.  On  the  one 
hand  we  have  as  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  a  man  of  otherwise  great  ability 
who  is  simply  not  in  sympathy  with  our 
price  support  programs.  On  the  other 
hand,  when  farmers  look  to  Congress 
for  help  they  find  a  house  divided  be¬ 
tween  political,  commodity,  and  regional 
interests. 

What  the  future  will  bring  in  the  way 
of  new  legislation  and  new  programs, 
nobody  knows.  It  is,  therefore,  of  vital 
importance  to  American  agriculture,  to 
farm  people,  to  the  food  and  fiber  proc¬ 
essing  industries,  and  to  the  public  as 
a  whole  that  we  properly  and  adequately 
finance  the  farm  programs  now  in  being. 
Things  are  bad  enough  in  some  sections 
of  rural  America  without  confounding 
the  felony  by  failure  to  provide  at  least 
the  minimum  appropriations  needed  to 
effectuate  our  present  laws  and  pro¬ 
grams. 

I  personally  commend  this  bill  to  you 
even  though  it  is  not  entirely  to  my 
own  liking.  Every  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee — and  especially  our  very  able 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  has  given  a  full 
measure  of  time  and  attention  to  the  job 
at  hand  even  though  this  called  for  con¬ 
siderable  personal  sacrifice. 

REVIEW  OF  MAJOR  ITEMS 

In  previous  years,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  undertaken  a  general  review  of  the 
contents  of  this  bill.  Since  the  provi- 
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sions  of  the  measure  before  us  have 
been  very  ably  discussed  by  some  of  our 
colleagues  on  the  Subcommittee,  I  will 
at  this  time  confine  my  remarks  to  a 
few  major  items  which  bear  emphasis. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAMS 

As  our  colleagues  know,  the  soil  bank 
authorization  provided  for  two  basic  pro¬ 
grams — the  acreage  reserve  and  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve.  By  action  of  this 
subcommittee  with  the  approval  of  Con¬ 
gress,  we  last  year  called  for  a  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  acreage  reserve  and  this  year 
we  have  only  one  item  and  one  pro¬ 
gram — the  conservation  reserve. 

Although  the  entire  soil  bank  program 
has  failed  to  five  up  to  my  expecta¬ 
tions — both  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
provisions  of  law  and  the  methods  of 
administration — I  still  have  confidence 
in  the  basic  principles  of  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  as  first  proposed  to  the  Congress 
by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Marshall]  and  myself.  I  also  maintain 
that  the  type  of  program  we  initially  sug¬ 
gested  would  be  far  more  successful  than 
the  one  we  have,  but  I  am  realist  enough 
to  know  that  legislation  is  the  result  of 
compromise  and  the  majority  is  as  prone 
to  make  mistakes  as  the  minority  or  even 
an  individual.  We  must,  therefore,  take 
what  we  have  and  do  the  best  we  can 
with  it. 

There  are  some  deficiencies  in  the 
present  program.  Some  of  these  arise 
out  of  the  basic  law  itself,  and  others 
have  come  about  as  the  result  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  program  has  been 
administered.  But  from  my  experience 
here  the  last  21  years,  I  know  of  very  few 
governmental  programs  one  would  call 
perfect  and  I  see  no  good  reason  to  casti¬ 
gate  this  fundamentally  'good  program 
simply  because  it  does  not  do  all  that  we 
would  like  it  to  do. 

It  is  the  type  of  program,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  critics  can  shoot  full  of  holes. 
Because  it  can  be  described  as  a  program 
to  pay  farmers  for  not  producing,  critics 
of  farm  programs  in  general  find  ample 
opportunity  to  hold  it  up  for  public 
scorn.  Because  it  is  a  program  inter¬ 
preted  and  administered  by  local  com¬ 
mittees  all  over  the  Nation,  it  is  subject 
to  varying  methods  of  application  and 
the  occasional  discrepancies  can  be 
dramatized  in  an  effort  to  prove  that  the 
whole  operation  should  be  abandoned. 

Because  the  law  itself  makes  its  ben¬ 
efits  broadly  available  on  a  strictly  vol¬ 
untary  basis,  the  small  minority  of  prop¬ 
erty  owners  looking  for  opportunities  to 
do  so  have  been  able  to  abuse  its  privi¬ 
leges.  And  the  blessings  of  a  good  crop 
last  year  have  given  enemies  of  the  soil 
bank  production  statistics  with  which 
they  try  to  prove  that  the  soil  bank  has 
not  brought  about  any  reduction  in  sur¬ 
plus  production.  In  addition  to  all  this, 
the  Department’s  emphasis  on  taking 
whole  farms  out  of  production  has  had 
an  adverse  effect  on  local  business  econ¬ 
omy  and  that  has  not  been  a  good  thing 
for  rural  America  in  my  judgment. 

With  all  of  its  faults  and  in  spite  of  its 
rather  apparent  defects,  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  has  still  accomplished  a  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  good  for  the  money 
expended.  Although  the  entire  cost  is 
charged  to  agriculture,  this  program  is 


proving  to  be  of  great  value  to  nonfarm 
interests. 

Look,  for  example,  at  the  contribution 
that  is  being  made  to  wildlife.  I  do  not 
have  the  latest  figures  on  this,  but 
through  1957  we  had  about  6%  million 
acres  in  the  conservation  reserve.  Some 
kind  of  cover  was  provided  on  all  this 
land  and  any  sportsman  knows  what 
that  means  to  birds  and  other  game.  To 
break  it  down  still  further,  through  1957, 
2,264  acres  had  been  put  under  water 
and  marsh  management  for  wildlife; 
2,487  dams,  pits,  and  ponds  had  been 
constructed;  and  451  dams  and  ponds 
had  been  built  especially  for  fish. 

Project  those  figures  to  the  approxi¬ 
mately  23  million  aci’es  now  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  and  you  can  see  what  a 
tremendous  boost  this  program  has  given 
to  fish  and  wildlife  programs  and  the 
great  benefits  for  sportsmen. 

Now,  let  us  look  briefly  at  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  this  program  because,  after 
all,  if  it  does  not  prove  its  economic^ 
value  it  does  not  prove  anything. 

Reliable  estimates  have  been  made  of 
the  cropland  taken  out  of  production 
and  the  commodities  that  would  ordi¬ 
narily  have  been  produced  on  that  land. 
This,  in  addition  to  the  collateral  con¬ 
servation  benefits,  is  the  real  purpose  of 
the  soil  bank  and  the  statistics  show  that 
an  impressive  job  has  been  done. 

Look,  for  example,  at  the  productive 
land  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve 
which  would  otherwise  have  added  to  our 
surplus  production  last  year.  The  esti¬ 
mates  show  that  almost  16  million  acres 
of  this  land  would  have  produced  corn, 
wheat,  oats,  barley,  soybeans,  sorghums, 
and  flax.  Corn  is  a  current  problem  of 
major  proportions,  and  the  figures  show 
that  3,697,000  acres  of  corn  land  went 
into  the  soil  bank  which  would  other¬ 
wise  have  produced  142,671,000  bushels  of 
corn  we  do  not  need.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  estimates  that  these  16 
million  acres  taken  out  of  production 
would  have  produced  approximately 
452,763,000  bushels  of  grain — all  of 
which  would  have  been  surplus  to  our 
needs  and  would,  therefore,  have  passed 
into  CCC  hands  at  public  expense. 

On  corn  alone,  with  a  round  figure  of 
$1  a  bushel  support  rate,  would  have 
cost  the  American  taxpayers  at  least 
$142,671,000  in  price  supports.  Oats 
would  have  cost  at  least  another  $75 
million.  In  other  words,  we  saved  in 
price  support  costs  alone  somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  half  a  billion  dollars 
with  a  conservation  reserve  program 
which  cost  little  more  than  half  that 
amount. 

And  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the 
acquisition  or  price  support  cost  is  only 
the  beginning  of  a  far  more  complicated 
surplus  problem.  First,  and  foremost, 
is  the  price-depressing  effect  of  sur¬ 
pluses.  Secondly,  and  this  is  of  prime 
importance  when  we  are  considering  an 
appropriation  for  agriculture,  we  must 
take  into  account  the  ultimate  costs  to 
the  taxpaying  public. 

According  to  the  best  estimate  I  can 
get,  it  costs  at  least  20  cents  a  bushel  per 
year,  on  an  average,  to  handle,  move,  and 
store  grain  acquired  under  price  support 
operations.  That  being  the  case,  in  addi¬ 


tion  to  acquisition  costs  we  have  saved 
under  the  present  conservation  reserve 
program  an  annual  cost  of  at  least  $90 
million  to  handle  and  store  the  surplus 
grain  we  did  not  produce. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
spent  about  $310  million  on  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  in  fiscal  year  1959  and  in  so 
doing  we  not  only  prevented  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  additional  price-depressing  sur¬ 
pluses  but  we  also  saved  American  tax¬ 
payers  about  $600  million  in  price 
support,  handling,  and  storage  costs. 

With  all  its  faults  and  defects,  which 
must  be  expected  in  any  new  program, 
the  conservation  reserve  still  deserves  a 
large  measure^  of  credit  for  its  accom¬ 
plishments.  In  spite  of  its  shortcomings, 
we  have  saved  two  dollars  for  every  one 
we  spent,  and  I  say  it  makes  mighty  good 
sense  to  carry  this  program  forward  and 
make  improvements  as  we  go  instead  of 
losing  sight  of  its  value  to  the  Nation  and 
concentrating  as  some  do  on  its  faults. 

I  am  frankly  disappointed  in  the 
amount  of  money  made  available  in  our 
bill  for  the  conservation  reserve  next 
year.  I  believe  a  good  case  can  be  made 
for  a  further  development  of  the  program 
and  hope  the  Congress  ultimately  sees 
the  wisdom  of  that. 

In  our  committee  report  we  have  made 
certain  recommendations  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  improvements  in  the  program 
next  year,  and  in  addition  to  that  I  am 
pleased  to  note  that  the  Department 
itself  has  taken  steps  to  close  some  of  the 
gaps  and  loopholes. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION 

I  want  also  to  speak  specifically  about 
the  appropriations  items  for  soil  and 
water  conservation.  Soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  is  recognized  today  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  part  of  efficient  and  profitable  farm¬ 
ing.  In  addition,  the  benefits  from  soil 
and  water  conservation  are  shared  by  the 
88  percent  of  the  Nation’s  population 
who  live  in  the  towns  and  cities. 

When  our  soil  is  gone,  the  source  of 
food  supply  for  everybody  is  gone.  Tak¬ 
ing  care  of  our  soil  resources  is  one  job 
that  must  always  have  a  top  priority  in 
the  public  interest. 

This  is  work  that  must  go  on  for  the 
good  of  the  people  in  the  future.  There 
are  only  two  items  in  this  entire  appro¬ 
priation  bill  that  will  have  anything  to 
do  with  the  people  living  40  or  50  years 
from  now.  Those  items  are  basic  re¬ 
search  and  soil  conservation.  The  work 
provided  for  in  the  soil  conservation 
items  will  actually  affect  the  lives  and 
the  work  of  people  50  years  from  now. 

The  estimates  of  population  50  years 
from  now  indicate  that  our  people  will 
double  in  number  by  that  time.  The 
smallest  estimate  is  300  million  popula¬ 
tion.  The  maximum  estimate  is  about 
440  million.  The  median  estimate  is 
about  370  million  population  for  the 
United  States  in  the  year  2010. 

These  multitudes  of  people  will  depend 
on  the  same  land  for  their  food  and 
shelter  as  we  are  using  in  agricultural 
production  today.  It  is  our  responsibility 
today  to  help  the  farmers  who  are  man¬ 
aging  this  land  to  do  it  in  such  a  man¬ 
ner  that  it  will  still  be  capable  of  pro¬ 
ducing  food  for  our  grandchildren. 
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The  first  item  I  want  to  call  to  your 
attention  is  the  budget  item  for  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  conservation 
operations.  This  item  is  the  one  under 
which  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  pro¬ 
vides  technical  help  to  farmers  through 
soil  conservation  districts.  There  are 
2,806  soil  conservation  districts  in  the 
United  States.  They  have  a  combined 
acreage  of  more  than  1.6  billion  acres. 
There  are  1,800,000  farmers  cooperating 
with  their*  local  districts  in  doing  soil 
and  water  conservation  work. 

The  soil  conservation  districts  are 
serving  as  the  focal  point  of  leadership 
for  soil  and  water  conservation.  Assist¬ 
ance  to  the  districts  is  not  limited  to  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies  as  a  large  number  of 
nongovernmental  organizations  are 
helping,  too.  Newspapers,  radio  sta¬ 
tions,  magazines,  banks,  merchants,  farm 
equipment,  seed  and  fertilizer  industries, 
insurance  companies,  power,  utility,  and 
oil  companies,  railroads,  airlines,  drain¬ 
age  and  irrigation  companies,  contrac¬ 
tors,  small  business  of  all  sorts,  service 
clubs,  sportsmen’s  clubs,  wildlife  organi¬ 
zations,  youth  groups,  schools,  churches, 
and  many  others  are  helping  districts 
with  their  programs. 

The  soil  conservation  districts  have 
emerged  as  one  of  the  most  effective  gov¬ 
ernmental  mechanisms  ever  devised  for 
getting  the  soil  and  water  conservation 
job  done. 

This  appropriation  bill  provides  $82,- 
322,000  for  technical  help  in  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
That  is  only  a  slight  increase  of  a  little 
over  $1  million  more  than  we  appropri¬ 
ated  for  this  work  last  year. 

These  additional  funds  are  essential  to 
furnish  technical  staff  to  some  25  new 
districts  which  will  be  organized  next 
year  and  to  meet  the  increased  cost  of 
doing  business  in  the  2,800  old  districts. 
This  is  a  very  modest  increase.  And  I 
know  many  of  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  are  aware  that  most  of 
these  districts  need  more  technical  help. 
The  farmers  are  asking  for  it.  They  have 
a  backlog  of  conservation  work  that 
needs  to  be  done. 

I  personally  would  like  to  see  this  ap¬ 
propriation  item  substantially  larger 
that  the  amount  provided  in  the  bill. 
The  committee  agreed  that  this  is  the 
absolute  minimum  essential  for  this  work 
next  year. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

The  other  items  I  want  to  mention  are 
watershed  protection  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion.  Water  problems  throughout  our 
Nation  are  becoming  more  and  more 
pressing  in  many  communities.  We  can¬ 
not  afford  to  continue  permitting  water 
to  rim  off  of  our  farmlands  into  the 
rivers  and  on  to  the  ocean.  We  need  to 
capture  more  of  the  rainfall  on  the  land 
where  it  falls  and  hold  it  there  for  use 
and  to  prevent  floods. 

The  appropriation  bill  provides  for 
$25,500,000  for  watershed  protection  and 
$18  million  for  flood  prevention.  This  is 
the  same  amount  appropriated  for  this 
work  last  year.  And  here  again,  I  think 
it  is  the  absolute  minimum  amount  with 
which  this  work  can  be  carried  on  in 
1960. 


The  funds  for  watershed  work  are  for 
the  purpose  of  helping  people  in  local 
communities  plan  and  carry  out  water¬ 
shed  protection  projects.  These  are 
local  projects  that  local  communities 
want  help  on. 

The  committee  is  opposed  to  any  limi¬ 
tation  in  watershed  protection  work  that 
would  prohibit  local  people  from  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  their  watershed  projects  in 
an  orderly  manner  when  they  were 
ready. 

We  have  added  $5,500,000  more  for 
watershed  protection  work  than  was  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  budget.  The  purpose  of  this 
increase,  which  only  brings  this  appro¬ 
priation  to  last  year’s  level,  is  to  make 
it  possible  for  more  local  communities 
to  get  help  in  starting  work  on  their 
watershed  problems  during  the  next  year. 
The  point  I  want  to  make  clear  here  is 
that  the  increase  in  this  appropriation 
item  would  make  it  possible  to  start  more 
new  watershed  projects  in  1960. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that 
local  watershed  project  sponsoring  or¬ 
ganizations,  with  help  from  Federal  and 
State  Governments,  should  proceed  in  an 
orderly  manner  with  their  watershed 
projects  to  the  extent  of  total  available 
funds.  Under  this  appropriation  item  it 
would  be  anticipated  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  would  spend  at  least 
$5  million  of  these  funds  on  watershed 
planning.  In  view  of  the  backlog  of  ap¬ 
plications  for  watershed  planning  assist¬ 
ance  and  general  interest  of  States  and 
local  communities  in  moving  their  pro¬ 
grams  forward,  we  believe  that  $5  million 
is  the  minimum  that  should  be  devoted 
to  watershed  planning  during  the  next 
year. 

Soil  Conservation  Service  officials  tes¬ 
tified  before  our  committee  that  they  had 
received  1,054  applications  for  assistance 
in  watershed  planning.  Some  410  of 
these  applicants  are  receiving  help. 
That  makes  over  600  communities  still 
waiting  for  help.  We  believe  this  appro¬ 
priation  item  is  the  minimum  that  can  be 
considered  for  watershed  protection 
work. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  who 
has  demonstrated  such  a  commendable 
interest  in  all  of  our  farm  programs. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  and 
the  courage  he  always  has  shown  in 
fighting  for  the  farmers  of  the  country. 
I  would  like  to  question  him  particu¬ 
larly  about  a  program  in  which  I  know 
he  has  a  longstanding  interest.  The 
bill  provides  that  additional  funds  are 
made  available  for  watershed  protection 
and  for  flood  prevention  under  the  soil 
conservation  service  appropriation. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  right. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  It  states  that  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  committee  that 
planning  funds  be  restored  in  full. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Yes. 
That  is  the  decided  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  want  to  thank 
the  committee  for  that  recommendation 


and  to  further  seek  from  the  committee 
an  indication  as  to  its  feeling  regarding 
those  States  that  because  of  the  great 
popularity  of  this  program  have  appro¬ 
priated  from  State  treasuries  to  supple¬ 
ment  the  work  of  planning. 

Is  it  the  feeling  of  the  committee 
that  those  States  should  be  penalized 
in  any  way  for  their  own  initiative  in 
making  available  State  funds  in  helping 
to  plan  for  these  activities? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Cer¬ 
tainly  it  is  not  the  opinion  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  any  State  should  be  pe¬ 
nalized  in  any  way  for  its  desire  to  go 
ahead  with  its  program  They,  instead, 
should  be  commended  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  should  be  prepared  to  accept  such 
contributions  as  may  be  made  available, 
as  President  Eisenhower  has  often  said, 
this  is  a  partnership  program. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  on  the  committee  will  not  sit 
idly  by  and  see  this  program  hamstrung 
in  any  way.  Why  the  very  idea  of  do¬ 
ing  away  with  new  planning  funds  for 
next  year  would  simply  stultify  this  en¬ 
tire  program,  and  I  hope  that  whoever  in 
the  budget  had  that  blight  idea  will  se¬ 
riously  commune  with  himself  and  look 
very  seriously  at  what  we  on  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  did  this  year. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mi*.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  would  like  to  inquire 
of  the  gentleman :  I  find  no  statement  in 
the  report  or  anything  that  tells  me  about 
the  need  for  increasing  the  appropria¬ 
tion  in  the  sum  of  $46,749,000  for  barter 
materials  for  the  stockpile.  Will  the 
gentleman  kindly  tell  me  about  that  item 
in  the  appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  will 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Marshall]  who  indicates  that  he 
would  like  to  answer  that. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  In  this  bill  we  reim¬ 
burse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  funds  already  spent.  The  item 
for  future  spending  comes  in  another  bill. 

Mr.  VANIK.  It  was  my  understanding 
that  the  stockpile  was  all  loaded  and  that 
we  had  an  adequate  supply  of  material 
in  the  stockpile. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  tried  to  make  it 
clear  at  the  outset  that  the  bill  gets  us 
into  this  situation  very  frequently.  So, 
what  is  in  this  bill  is  restoration  to  the 
corporation  for  what  they  have  already 
spent.  And,  we  find  that  throughout 
this  bill,  unfortunately. 

Mr.  VANIK.  What  assurances  have 
we  that  this  will  not  come  in  next  year’s 
appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  sometimes  we 
get  a  little  criticism  about  that,  but  that 
is  beyond  our  control. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Utah. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  page 
5  of  the  report  there  is  the  statement 
that  the  Public  Law  480  program  at  best 
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“is  only  an  adjunct  to  our  foreign  aid 
program  and  does  little  to  regain  mar¬ 
kets,  increase  use,  or  solve  our  basic 
problem  in  agriculture.”  It  is  true  that 
this  program  has  made  an  important 
contribution  in  furtherance  of  our  for¬ 
eign  policy  and  foreign  aid  objectives. 
This  fact,  however,  should  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  obscure  the  very  great  con¬ 
tribution  the  program  has  made  to  our 
farm  economy.  The  quantities  of  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  moved  abroad  under 
this  program  in  addition  to  what  could 
be  moved  commercially,  has  materially 
reduced  the  quantities  which  would 
otherwise  have  been  taken  over  under 
the  price  support  programs  and  stored 
at  great  cost  to  the  taxpayer.  These 
sales  have  been  of  direct  assistance  in 
maintaining  prices  to  our  fanners — and 
at  considerably  less  cost  than  would  have 
been  incurred  through  price  support  ac¬ 
quisition. 

All  this  is  clearly  illustrated  in  export 
statistics.  Following  the  Korean  con¬ 
flict  our  agricultural  exports  dropped  to 
a  rate  of  about  $2.9  billion  a  year  for 
1952-53  and  1953-54.  With  the  passage 
of  Public  Law  480  and  the  transfer  of  the 
Agricultural  Attache  Service  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  1954,  a  con¬ 
centrated  effort  was  begun  to  expand 
both  our  commercial  dollar  exports  of 
agricultural  products  to  countries  able 
to  buy  commercially  and  exports  under 
special  programs  to  those  countries  in  a 
position  to  consume  greater  quantities 
than  they  could  buy  for  dollars. 

In  the  period  1954-55  to  1958-59  our 
total  exports  of  agricultural  products 
have  averaged  more  than  $3.8  billion  a 
year,  almost  $1  billion  greater  than  the 
post  Korea  level.  That  only  about  one- 
third  of  this  total  has  been  under  special 
Government  programs  such  as  Public 
Law  480,  indicates  that  this  concen¬ 
trated  effort  to  improve  our  export  sit¬ 
uation  has  not  been  merely  an  adjunct 
to  the  foreign  aid  program  and  that  it 
is  of  direct  benefit  to  the  American 
fanner.  The  Public  Law  480  sale  pro¬ 
gram  itself  has  served  to  maintain  our 
commercial  marketings  through  the  pro¬ 
gram  requirement  that  the  receiving 
countries  also  take  their  normal  amounts 
for  dollars.  The  market  development 
activities  made  possible  by  using  a  small 
amount  of  the  foreign  currencies  re¬ 
ceived  from  Public  Law  480  sales  are 
beginning  to  show  positive  results.  These 
activities  are  carried  out  in  cooperation 
with  private  U.S.  trade  organizations 
which  make  substantial  dollar  contribu¬ 
tions. 

The  committee  destroys  the  enthusi¬ 
asm  for  efforts  to  regain  export  markets 
when  it  states  that  this  program  does 
little  to  regain  markets.  The  commit¬ 
tee  is  wrong  when  it  says  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  does  little  to  increase  use.  The 
committee  is  misleading  when  it  says 
that  the  program  does  little  to  solve  our 
basic  problem  in  agriculture  because 
the  program  is  not  designed  to  solve  the 
basic  problem.  The  basic  problem  is 
created  by  the  unfortunate  price  support 
legislation  that  is  being  continued  by 
the  Congress  against  the  sensible  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  administration. 

The  report  states  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  does  not  know  the  price  at  which 


commodities  sold  under  Public  Law  480 
are  resold  in  the  respective  foreign 
countries.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Department  has  gathered  this  in¬ 
formation  and  will  supply  it  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  shortly.  In  this  connection  I 
want  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  Congress  provided  that  these  ex¬ 
ports  be  made  through  private  trade 
channels  and  in  all  respects  in  a  way 
that  will  encourage  the  use  of  normal 
commercial  methods.  Obviously  when 
commodities  move  by  commercial  meth¬ 
ods  the  resale  prices  of  every  unit  are 
not  expected  to  be  recorded  for  Govern¬ 
ment  review  through  each  stage  of  sale 
until  ultimate  consumption.  To  do  so 
would  be  a  great  waste  of  valuable  ac¬ 
counting  resources  and  of  public  funds. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman,  and 
possibly  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
one  or  two  questions,  if  that  is  permis¬ 
sible.  I  compliment  the  gentleman  upon 
his  remarks;  also  the  committee  upon 
the  figures  in  this  report  and  the  con¬ 
servative  nature  of  this  report.  It  is 
mighty  refreshing.  Further,  there  seems 
to  me  to  be  increased  emphasis  upon 
research,  which  I  think  is  a  wonderful 
thing,  because  that  is  one  way  to  market 
our  surpluses.  We  need  to  do  more  of 
it.  The  committee  has  put  in  $100,000 
for  research  for  Peoria,  Ill.,  for  amylose 
corn.  .1  was  in  great  hopes  to  see  amyl¬ 
ose  com  displace  maybe  200  million 
bushels  of  regular  corn. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
might  say  to  the  gentleman  that  we  on 
the  subcommittee  are  also  very  hopeful 
about  the  success  of  this  particular  re¬ 
search  item.  We  visited  personally  the 
laboratory  at  Peoria,  Ill.,  the  home  of 
our  good  Member,  Mr.  Michel.  We  saw 
there  the  beginning  of  what  we  think 
is  very  fine  work  and  which  might  mean 
a  lot  to  the  com  producers  in  the  future. 
Consequently,  this  year  we  are  empha¬ 
sizing  that  particular  work  and  showing 
our  appreciation  of  this  type  of  research 
development. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  compliment  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  May  I  ask  another  question  or 
two.  I  compliment  the  chairman  on  his 
fine  outlook  and  also  on  the  express 
intent  to  further  our  research  labs  for 
water  and  soil  conservation.  I  think 
that  it  is  wonderful  for  giving  also  $100 
million  more  to  our  research  labs.  Now 
may  I  ask  this  question:  Do  we  still  get 
$10  million  in  the  next  budget  for  for- 
’  eign  currencies  for  foreign  research  on 
marketing  and  utilization? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  approximately 
that  much.  We  have  asked  them  that 
hereafter  they  give  us  a  report  in  detail 
about  the  projects  and  feel,  as  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  feels,  that  we  will  not 
prejudge  results. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  chairman  will  be 
interested  to  know  that  in  India  that 
has  made  a  tremendous  favorable  im¬ 
pression,  and  the  commissioner  of  agri¬ 
culture  was  so  appreciative  about  for¬ 
eign  research.  It  also  will  do  much  to¬ 
ward  helping  us  sell  more  commodities 
over  there.  I  certainly  feel  it  is  a  won¬ 
derful  step  forward. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  reference  to  me.  This  is  a 
field  within  which  we  should  get  results. 
They  have  many  problems  that  we  have 


May  18 

here  in  our  country,  for  which  research 
is  needed,  so  it  gives  us  a  chance  to  really 
study  those  problems  in  the  places  where 
it  is  required.  I  think  it  really  has  been 
very  helpful. 

Mr.  DIXON.  May  I  ask  another  ques¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  the  only  negative  one  that  I 
have.  We  have  taken  out  about  $416,000 
for  the  Foreign  Agriculture  Service. 
Those  Foreign  Agriculture  attaches  are 
really  our  sales  people.  I  am  wondering 
if  we  should  have  done  that. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  me  to  answer, 
we  have  not  taken  out  any  funds  for  the 
Foreign  Agriculture  Service.  We  have 
the  generation  of  these  tremendous 
amounts  of  foreign  currencies  which 
have  to  be  used  in  those  countries.  In 
this  bill  we  thought  it  sound  to  increase 
the  amount  of  funds  for  the  operations 
of  our  own  people  from  that  source  so  as 
to  cut  down  the  amount  of  cash  dollars. 

In  other  words,  it  is  a  transfer  from  cash 
dollars  to  foreign  currencies,  which  we 
could  not  bring  back  anyway.  There  is 
no  effort  to  cut  down  the  service  at  all. 

Mr.  DIXON.  That  is  all  the  better. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  thank  the  i 
committee  for  the  Sugar  Research  Lab¬ 
oratory,  which  is  a  wonderful  contribu¬ 
tion. 

(Mr.  DIXON  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Baldwin)  was  given  permission  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  who 
has  for  more  than  20  years  championed 
the  cause  of  farm  people  and  farm  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  over  the 
years  I  have  found  it  easy  to  follow  the 
recommendations  of  the  chairman  of 
this  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  and  the 
ranking  minority  member,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen], 
and  the  other  members  because,  in  my 
opinion,  they  have  been  right  at  least 
99  percent  of  the  times.  They  have,  as 
I  have  said  before,  a  most  difficult  job  ( 
to  do. 

I  have  a  question  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota.  Would  he  tell  me 
if  anyone  came  before  the  committee 
this  year  and  asked  for  more  funds, 
above  the  amount  which  is  requested  in 
the  budget  for  the  REA? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  To 
my  recollection  there  were  no  such 
requests. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  notice  that  the 
budget  called  for  $181  million  below  the 
1959  appropriations,  but  that  the  REA 
had  a  carryover  of  $107  million. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  So,  in  effect,  the  REA 
would  have  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  a 
total  amount  to  spend  of  $79  million  plus 
$107  million  or  $186  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  1960. 

Mi-.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  will 
answer  the  question  by  asking  my  fel¬ 
low  committee  member,  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota,  Mr.  Marshall,  is  it  not 
a  fact  that  we  feel  that  in  this  bill  there 
is  every  dime  that  REA  can  possibly  use 
in  this  coming  fiscal  year? 
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Mr.  MARSHALL.  The  gentleman  is 
entirely  correct.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen]  put  his  finger  on  it 
when  he  said  that  it  was  because  of  the 
carryover.  Because  of  that  carryover 
we  feel  that  they  are  going  to  have 
ample  funds  to  take  care  of  their  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  again 
want  to  commend,,  the  committee.  We 
now  understand  that  95  percent  of  all 
the  farms  in  America  have  electric 
power. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson]. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  another  item  in  this  agriculture 
bill  which  is  of  keen  concern  to  the 
farmers  of  Oklahoma.  That  relates  to 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  an  effort 
will  be  made  later  in  the  day  to  reduce 
the  advance  authorizations  for  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program.  I  want¬ 
ed  to  advise  the  gentleman  that  when 
that  recommendation  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  was  made,  I  wrote  to  the  16 
county  committees  in  the  district  which 
I  serve  and  asked  them  what  the  effect 
would  be  of  the  proposed  60  percent 
reduction.  From  every  committee  ex¬ 
cept  two  there  came  back  the  report 
that  a  reduction  of  the  proposed  amount 
would  severely  handicap  or  practically 
wreck  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  within  their  counties. 

I  certainly  want  to  commend  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  holding  this  figure  at  $250 
million  for  1960,  and  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  congratulate  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  the  increased  funds  for  water¬ 
shed  protection  and  flood  prevention.  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question  in  that 
connection.  Am  I  to  understand  that 
the  committee  has  made  an  increase 
which  the  committee  feels  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  adequate  for  the  new  watershed 
protection  and  flood  prevention  proj¬ 
ects  that  will  reach  the  point  of  actual 
construction  during  the  fiscal  year  1960? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  We 
have  given  to  this  program  exactly  the 
same  amount  that  was  available  in  this 
fiscal  year.  I  think  it  will  take  care  of 
it  very  nicely. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  the  committee  for  this. 

(Mr.  GUBSER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Baldwin)  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

SELLING  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURE  COMMODITIES 
THROUGH  PUBLIC  LAW  480 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954,  commonly  referred 
to  as  Public  Law  480,  was  enacted  in 
July  1954.  It  was,  and  still  is,  a  bold  and 
comprehensive  approach  to  the  construc¬ 
tive  use  of  the  agricultural  surpluses  of 
the  United  States.  It  provides  four 


methods  for  moving  farm  products  into 
world  consumption. 

The  largest  Public  Law  480  program 
is  under  title  I  which  provides  for  the 
sale  of  U.S.  surpluses  to  friendly  coun¬ 
tries  with  payment  to  be  received  in  lo¬ 
cal  currency  of  the  recipient  country. 

Title  I  promotes  economic  stability  of 
U.S.  agriculture  while  making  the  maxi¬ 
mum  efficient  use  of  farm  surpluses.  It 
helps  our  foreign  policy;  it  stimulates 
and  expands  foreign  trade  through  pri¬ 
vate  trade  channels.  Most  importantly, 
however,  it  bridges  the  gap  between 
U.S.  agricultural  abundance  and  the 
shortage  of  foreign  exchange  earnings 
in  countries  badly  in  need  of  food  and 
fiber. 

Since  the  beginning  of  the  program 
through  February  28,  1959,  it  has  com¬ 
mitted  for  export  over  $3.4  billion  worth 
of  commodities,  in  terms  of  world  mar¬ 
ket  prices,  without  unfavorable  effects 
on  commodity  prices  or  trade  relations 
among  free  countries.  More  than  80 
percent  of  the  value  of  these  commodi¬ 
ties  has  already  been  exported. 

Under  this  authority,  145  agreements 
with  38  countries  have  provided  for  the 
shipment  of  about  30  million  metric 
tons  of  agricultural  commodities.  In¬ 
cluded  are  the  following  quantities  of 
important  products:  Eight  hundred 
million  bushels  of  wheat  and  wheat 
flour,  200  million  bushels  of  feed  grains, 
3.5  million  bales  of  cotton,  240  million 
pounds  of  dairy  products,  3  billion 
pounds  of  fats  and  oils,  230  million 
pounds  of  tobacco,  and  29  million  bags 
of  rice. 

In  negotiating  the  agreements,  steps 
are  taken  to,  first,  safeguard  usual  mar¬ 
ketings  and  prevent  undue  disruption 
of  world  prices  of  agricultural  products; 
second,  assure  the  maximum  use  of  pri¬ 
vate  trade  channels;  and  third,  increase 
the  foreign  consumption  of  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities. 

The  foreign  currencies  received  for 
title  I  sales  are  being  used  construc¬ 
tively  over  much  of  the  world.  The 
currencies  pay  many  U.S.  Embassy  and 
other  expenses,  finance  important  edu¬ 
cational  and  information  programs, 
provide  housing  for  dependents  of  mili¬ 
tary  personnel,  promote  U.S.  agricul¬ 
tural  market  development,  finance  eco¬ 
nomic  development  loans  in  less  devel¬ 
oped  countries,  and  other  uses. 

Three  types  of  agricultural  market 
development  programs  are  being  car¬ 
ried  out  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture:  First,  cooperative  agreements 
with  trade  and  agricultural  groups  to 
maintain  and  expand  markets;  second, 
exhibits  at  international  trade  fairs — 
31  exhibits  have  reached  about  18  mil¬ 
lion  persons  in  15  countries;  and  third, 
projects  of  agricultural  utilization  re¬ 
search  in  foreign  scientific  institutions 
leading  to  new  uses  of  U.S.  farm  prod¬ 
ucts. 

Public  Law  480  is  our  best  agricultural 
program  and  should  receive  the  support 
of  this  Congress. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  one  further  point  in  conclu¬ 
sion.  I  should  like  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  2  of  the  report.  They  will 


see  there  an  answer  in  some  degree  to 
this  vilification  of  the  entire  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  I  refer  to  the  fourth 
paragraph. 

The  amount  Included  in  the  bill  for  these 
four  major  categories  of  expense,  which  bene¬ 
fit  every  person  in  the  Nation,  is  over  $2.2 
billion. 

This  is  approximately  56  percent  of 
the  total  amount  of  appropriations  car¬ 
ried  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 
In  other  words,  this  is  not  simply  a  bill 
for  the  farmers.  It  is  a  bill  for  the  entire 
economy  and  the  entire  population  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  If  you 
will  look  at  the  report  and  read  my  ex¬ 
tended  remarks,  you  will  find  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve,  for  example,  we  have 
through  that  program  contributed  great¬ 
ly  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  conservation 
effort  in  America  by  putting  aside  thou¬ 
sands  of  acres  of  land  for  the  propaga¬ 
tion  and  protection  of  wildlife.  I  hope 
in  the  future  when  we  see  any  of  these 
critical  articles  relative  to  what  the 
farmer  gets  that  we  will  stop  and  think 
about  the  school  lunch  program  which 
benefits  the  schoolchildren  of  America, 
think  about  the  school  milk  program, 
think  about  the  inspection  services,  and 
think  also  of  this  research  which  looks 
far  into  the  future  and  will  mean  that 
50  years  from  now  when  we  have  300 
million  people  in  this  great  country  of 
ours  there  will  be  enough  food  to  feed 
them.  Our  soil  and  water  resources  must 
be  taken  care  of  and  we  are  taking  care 
of  that  in  this  particular  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  has  consumed  19  minutes. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher]. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  a  distinct  honor  to  serve  on  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  espe¬ 
cially  so  when  we  are  honored  and  privi¬ 
leged  to  serve  with  our  distinguished 
chairman,  the  able  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten].  On  this  com¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  members 
who  are  interested  in  the  welfare  of  the 
farmer.  We  have  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall] 
and  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Sant angelo].  At  this 
point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say 
that  from  the  great  city  of  New  York 
we  have  a  gentleman  who  serves  on  the 
subcommittee  for  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations.  A  gentleman  who  under¬ 
stands  as  much  as  any  Member  of  this 
Congress  the  problems  of  the  consumer. 
The  people  who  go  to  the  marketplace 
and  purchase  the  products  that  are 
placed  there  as  a  result  of  the  efforts  of 
our  farmers.  The  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Santangelo]  serves  on  our 
subcommittee  and  is  an  outstanding 
member.  We  have,  as  you  know,  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Andersen],  one  of  the  best  friends 
that  the  American  farmer  has  in  this 
House.  The  same  applies  to  no  less 
degree,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Horan],  a  very  able  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  always  a 
friend  of  the  American  farmer.  We  have 


No.  79- 


-5 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


n  a  r*  n 

74oo 

as  a  new  member  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Michel],  an  outstanding- 
member  of  this  committee.  This  is  his 
first  year  and  he  is  making  a  good 
member. 

We  are  ably  assisted  by  our  executive 
secretary,  Ross  P.  Pope,  who  has  served 
with  this  subcommittee  a  number  of 
years. 

Agriculture  is  the  largest  single  in¬ 
dustry  in  the  Nation.  It  is  impossible 
to  have  a  sound  prosperity  unless  the 
farmer  and  agriculture  generally  receive 
an  equitable  share  of  the  national  in¬ 
come. 

The  difficulties  confronting  our  farmer 
today  pose  grave  problems  which  can¬ 
not  be  solved  overnight.  These  prob¬ 
lems  can  be  made  more  difficult  by  neg¬ 
lect,  indifference,  or  postponement. 

The  farmer  is  not  receiving  an  equi¬ 
table  share  of  the  benefits  produced  dur¬ 
ing  this  prosperity  period  through  which 
we  are  passing.  The  fanner  is  13  per¬ 
cent  of  the  population  and  receives  6 
percent  of  the  income. 

The  bill  before  us  today  makes  certain 
recommendations  which  are  of  great  im¬ 
portance  to  all  of  the  people  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  Programs  such  as  agricultural  re¬ 
search  and  our  control  programs  in 
plant,  animal,  and  pest  categories  are 
provided  for.  In  addition,  we  make 
recommendations  for  our  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  Extension  Service,  and  Agri¬ 
cultural  Conservation  Service.  Provision 
is  made  for  our  Marketing  Service  and 
the  school-lunch  program.  Services  such 
as  Foreign  Agriculture  Service  and  Soil 
Bank  Service  and  Commodity  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  Service  are  also  a  part  of  this  appro* 
priations  bill.  REA  and  the  rural  tele¬ 
phone  program  comprise  an  important 
section  of  this  bill. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Extension  Service  is  a  cooperative  un¬ 
dertaking  by  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments  and  is  provided  for  under 
the  Smith-Lever  Act  of  1914.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  conducted  in  over  3,000  counties 
in  our  country.  The  County  and  Home 
Demonstration  Agents  are  responsible 
for  carrying  sound  information  directly 
to  our  farm  people.  These  men  and 
women  are  qualified,  dedicated  people 
who  are  performing  a  great  service  to 
agriculture. 

Our  research  division  and  educational, 
agencies  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  are  today  faced  with  requests  for 
factual  information  and  new  technical 
and  essential  economic  analysis.  This 
information  is  not  only  for  the  farm 
people  but  is  useful  and  in  demand  by 
the  people  who  reside  in  the  cities  of 
this  country.  Constant  inquiries  are 
made  concerning  changes  taking  place  in 
agriculture  and  changes  which  are  likely 
to  occur  in  the  future.  The  American 
farmer  wants  to  know  the  programs  best 
suited  for  his  resources  which  will  pro¬ 
duce  a  more  constant  income  and  im¬ 
prove  living  conditions.  Present  day 
problems  concerning  home  economics 
and  management  of  the  home  and  its 
facilities  are  constantly  up  for  solution. 
The  earned  income  and  expenditures, 
clothing  and  shelter,  are  all  present  day 
problems  in  which  our  farm  family  is 


interested  and  are  requests  which  are 
daily  received  by  our  Extension  de¬ 
partments  and  agents  throughout  the 
country. 

We  have  more  need  today  in  this  coun¬ 
try  for  our  Future  Homemaker  Clubs, 
4-H  Clubs,  and  Future  Farmers  of 
America  organizations  than  at  any  other 
time  in  the  history  of  the  United  States. 
Here  is  where  our  extension  agents  can 
continue  to  produce  results  which  will 
pay  dividends  in  the  future  development 
of  our  rural  economy. 

For  fiscal  year  1959  we  provided  a  $3 
million  increase  in  payments  to  the 
States  with  over  90  percent  of  this  in¬ 
crease  budgeted  for  salary  adjustments. 
Increases  in  State  and  county  funds  were 
also  used  for  the  same  purpose.  The  in¬ 
creases  made  possible  an  average  in¬ 
crease  of  almost  6  percent  in  extension 
salaries. 

We  have  succeeded  in  raising  exten¬ 
sion  salaries  in  Kentucky  11.4  percent 
since  1957.  In  1957  Kentucky  was  46th 
in  the  country  and  today  we  are  38th. 
In  order  to  keep  our  extension  agents  in 
Kentucky,  their  salaries  must  be  com¬ 
mensurate  with  their  ability,  education 
requirements,  and  services  rendered. 
Our  agents  in  Kentucky  continue  to  serve 
more  than  1,000  families  each.  Demands 
have  never  been  as  great  nor  the  accom¬ 
plishments  more  substantial.  We  rec¬ 
ommend  that  the  sum  of  $64,123,222  be 
appropriated  for  extension  service  for 
fiscal  year  1960.  According  to  testimony 
presented  to  our  committee  the  States 
and  counties  will  increase  their  funds 
some  $4  million  during  the  fiscal  year 
1960  and  these  funds  will  be  used  pri¬ 
marily  to  make  needed  salary  adjust¬ 
ments  and  to  pay  for  increased  operating 
costs. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Our  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  one 
of  the  great  achievements  of  our  present- 
day  government.  This  program  means 
as  much  to  my  home  State  and  to  my 
section  of  the  United  States  as  to  any 
other  section  in  this  country.  Our  Soil 
Conservation  Program  together  with  our 
Corps  of  Engineers’  flood-control  and 
navigation  projects  are  producing  results 
in  Kentucky.  For  the  first  time  in  a 
number  of  years  farms  are  no  longer 
abandoned  and  migration  out  of  the 
State  has  ceased. 

In  Kentucky  there  are  122  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  in  120  counties.  We 
have  over  86,000  farmers  participating  in 
this  program.  All  of  the  counties  in  the 
Second  Congressional  District  have  soil 
conservation  districts.  Our  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  has  produced  results 
and  the  people  connected  with  this  serv¬ 
ice  are  dedicated  people. 

Soil  Conservation  Service  assists  soil 
conservation  districts  and  other  coopera¬ 
tors  in  bringing  about  physical  adjust¬ 
ments  in  land  use  that  will  conserve  land 
resources  and  water  uses.  This  Service 
further  provides  for  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  on  a  sustained  basis  and  reduces 
damage  by  floods  and  sedimentation. 
The  Soil  Conservation  Service  also  de¬ 
velops  and  carries  out  special  watershed 
protection  activities  in  cooperation  with 
soil  conservation  districts  and  flood  pre¬ 
vention.  Drainage  and  irrigation  are 
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also  problems  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

We  have  2,806  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
tricts  in  the  United  States,  its  Territories 
and  possessions  at  the  present  time. 
These  districts  have  a  combined  acreage 
of  1.6  billion  acres  with  about  1.2  billion 
acres  of  same  being  agricultural  land. 
It  is  estimated  that  30  new  districts  will 
be  organized  during  the  fiscal  year  of 
1959  and  approximately  25  districts  will 
be  organized  during  fiscal  year  1960. 

Soil  and  water  conservation  is  recog¬ 
nized  throughout  this  country  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  part  of  efficient  and  profitable  farm¬ 
ing.  It  is  rapidly  becoming  a  matter  of 
public  welfare  and  concern.  Conserva¬ 
tion  problems  become  more  complex  as 
population  growth  and  technology  brings 
about  more  intensive  uses  and  competi¬ 
tion  for  our  land  and  water. 

Soil  and  water  conservation  starts  with 
landowners  and  operators,  and  it  in¬ 
volves  cooperation  and  teamwork  among 
all  the  participants,  and  with  our  local, 
State,  and  National  Governments.  In 
order  to  be  successful  soil  and  water 
conservation  must  be  economically  feas¬ 
ible  as  well  as  technically  right  and 
physically  sound.  Productive  land  is  es¬ 
sential  to  the  well-being  of  our  Nation 
and  its  people.  Many  nations  do  not 
have  enough  good  land  to  furnish  a  high 
standard  of  living  and  certainly  with  our 
increases  in  population  we  must  protect 
and  conserve  our  good  land. 

For  Soil  Conservation  Service  we 
recommend  the  sum  of  $133,397,000  for 
fiscal  year  1960.  $82,322,000  of  this 

amount  is  for  conservation  operations 
and  $25,500,000  is  for  watershed  protec¬ 
tion.  We  recommend  $18  million  of  the 
total  amount  for  flood  prevention  and 
$75,000  for  water  conservation  and  utili¬ 
zation  projects.  For  our  Great  Plains 
conservation  program  which  is  a  part  of 
the  total  soil  conservation  recommenda¬ 
tion  we  request  $7,500,000. 

This  is  an  increase  of  $1,250,000  over 
the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  and 
an  increase  of  $1,760,400  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1959. 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

The  rural  development  program  now 
underway  in  63  counties  and  8  trade 
areas  in  30  States  is  a  nationwide  effort 
to  expand  economic  progress  in  rural 
areas.  This  program  has  three  major 
objectives. 

First.  To  help  families  that  have  the 
desire  and  ability  to  continue  farming 
and  to  gain  the  necessary  tools,  land,  and 
skills. 

Second.  To  widen  the  range  of  our 
farm  job  opportunities. 

Third.  To  help  rural  people  to  enjoy 
more  opportunities  for  adequate  train¬ 
ing  and  improved  health. 

One  of  the  most  valuable  benefits  de¬ 
rived  from  this  program  is  the  commu¬ 
nity  spirit  developed  through  the  com¬ 
bined  efforts  of  our  farmers,  business  and 
civic  leaders  and  representatives  of  the 
different  agencies  and  organizations 
working  together  as  a  team 

One  of  the  main  objectives  of  a  rural 
development  program  is  to  improve  the 
level  of  health  in  rural  communities.  In 
addition  to  improving  health  in  our  rurkl 
communities  this  program  is  tied  in  very 
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closely  with  small  business.  We  all  real¬ 
ize  that  prosperous,  efficient  small  busi¬ 
ness  firms  in  rural  communities  are  as 
vital  to  a  successful  development  pro¬ 
gram  as  improved  farming  and  farm 
marketing. 

Several  of  our  rural  communities  in 
the  rural  development  program  have 
found  a  cure  for  their  economic  ills  in 
their  own  forests  and  woodlands.  With 
our  population  increases  we  know  that 
there  will  be  an  expanding  demand  for 
wood  products  and  that  the  future  mar¬ 
ket  outlook  for  this  product  is  bound  to 
be  excellent. 

Kentucky  has  more  counties  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  rural  development  program 
than  any  other  State,  with  25  counties 
grouped  into  three  trade  area  programs. 
First,  we  have  Ashland  in  the  northeast 
and  the  second  trade  area  section  is 
Bowling  Green  in  the  southwest.  The 
third  trade  area  section  is  Glasgow  in 
the  south-central  part  of  the  State.  We 
also  have  three  demonstration  counties 
in  Kentucky — Butler,  Metcalf,  and  Elli¬ 
ott.  Our  rural  development  program  in 
Kentucky  began  in  the  year  1956  follow¬ 
ing  the  organization  of  a  State  commit¬ 
tee.  A  staff  group  including  representa¬ 
tives  of  our  extension  service,  soil  con¬ 
servation  service,  vocational  education, 
and  department  of  economic  develop¬ 
ment  coordinates  direction  of  the  State 
program. 

The  rural  development  program  in  the 
three  pilot  counties  in  Kentucky  has 
given  our  people  renewed  hope.  Espe¬ 
cially  does  this  apply  in  Butler  County 
which  is  located  in  the  Second  Congres¬ 
sional  District. 

The  rural  development  program  in 
Butler  County  has  been  partly  respon¬ 
sible  for  many  improvements  such  as 
establishment  of  a  new  health  unit,  an 
increase  in  rural  employment,  erection 
of  new  buildings  in  the  main  business 
section  of  Morgantown,  a  new  post  office 
building  which  is  to  be  erected  in  the 
near  future,  construction  of  new  homes, 
improvement  of  roads  and  schools  and 
the  erection  of  a  building  used  as  a  meet¬ 
ing  place  for  the  rural  development 
group. 

The  citizens  of  Butler  County,  Ky.,  are 
convinced  that  the  rural  development 
program  is  one  of  the  soundest  methods 
devised  to  gain  long-range  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  growth  in  our  rural  towns 
and  communities.  We  must  continue  our 
rural  development  program  and  provide 
technical  assistance  in  carrying  this  pro¬ 
gram  forward  in  every  low-income 
comity  in  this  country. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

From  1947  to  1958  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  participating  in  the  school  lunch 
program  in  the  United  States  increased 
from  3.5  million  to  11.5  million  which  is 
an  increase  of  225.7  percent.  Our  school 
lunch  program  has  made  a  vital  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  regulation  of  nutritional 
deficiencies.  Every  dollar  spent  in  the 
school  lunch  program  helps  not  only  the 
farmers  but  also  the  food  processor,  the 
vendor,  and  the  child. 

In  1958  there  were  667,736  children 
enrolled  in  the  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  in  Kentucky;  303,067  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  school  lunch  program.  In 


other  words,  45.4  percent  of  the  school- 
children  were  participants.  The  total 
number  of  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  participating  in  Kentucky  to¬ 
taled  1,388. 

One  hundred  million  dollars  was  re¬ 
quested  for  fiscal  year  1960.  This  is  a 
$10  million  reduction  in  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  we 
request  that  the  $10  million  be  restored. 
In  addition,  we  have  included  language 
in  the  bill  which  transfers  to  the  school- 
lunch  program  an  estimated  unused 
balance  of  section  32  funds  for  fiscal 
year  1959  totaling  $43,657,248.  These 
two  amounts  will  provide  a  total  of  $153,- 
657,248  for  our  school  lunch  program  for 
fiscal  year  1960. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

This  program  makes  the  necessary 
provisions  for  restoring  and  improving 
soil  fertility,  reducing  erosion  caused  by 
water  and  wind,  and  conserving  water 
on  the  land.  The  Federal  assistance 
represents  approximately  one-half  of  the 
total  amount  consumed  in  this  program. 
Here  we  have  a  cost  sharing  with  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  and  ranchers  carrying  on 
approved  soil  building  and  soil  and  water 
conservation  practices  on  their  farms. 

Our  committee  recommends  an  ad¬ 
vance  program  authorization  of  $250  mil¬ 
lion  for  1960  instead  of  the  budget  pro¬ 
posal  of  $100  million.  Since  I  have  been 
a  member  of  this  committee  the  budget 
for  several  years  has  called  for  a  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  in  the  advance  pro¬ 
gram  authorization,  and  each  year  we 
have  recommended  the  full  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $250  million. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  important  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  small  farmer  of  America. 
One  million  two  hundred  and  eight 
thousand  farmers  and  1,161,000  farms 
and  ranches  are  served  by  our  agriculture 
conservation  program. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $241,500,- 
000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1960 
to  meet  the  commitments  for  cost  shar¬ 
ing  practices  applied  throughout  the 
country  under  the  1959  program  author¬ 
ization  of  $250  million.  _ 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Twenty-four  years  of  REA  has  brought 
about  a  revolutionary  change  in  Ameri¬ 
can  farm  life,  and  unless  you  have  ac¬ 
tually  watched  this  momentous  change 
take  place  you  do  not  have  any  deep  real¬ 
ization  of  just  what  it  has  meant  to  mil¬ 
lions  of  American  farms.  Today  about 
95  percent  of  all  farms  are  using  elec¬ 
tricity  for  a  multitude  of  chores  as  well 
as  for  light  and  entertainment. 

We  recommend  $136  million  for  rural 
electrification  loans  and  $79  million  for 
rural  telephone  loans.  In  addition,  we 
recommend  a  contingency  fund  of  $25 
million  for  each  program.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  $107,350,637  of  unused  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1959  will  be  carried  over 
into  the  new  fiscal  year  of  1960  in  the 
REA  program,  and  this  amount,  together 
with  the  loan  authorization  of  $136  mil¬ 
lion  plus  the  $25  million  contingency 
fund,  provides  for  a  program  for  fiscal 
year  1960  in  the  total  amount  of  $245 
million. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  know  that  agricul¬ 
ture  must  prosper  if  the  Nation  is  to 


prosper,  and  our  American  farmer  has 
the  right  to  demand  a  standard  of  living 
in  keeping  with  the  contribution  he 
makes  to  the  national  economy. 

Our  committee  recommends  this  bill 
to  the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  friend  from  Minnesota,  Mr. 
Andersen. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
would  like  the  Record  to  show  that  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Natcher],  now  addressing  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  was  responsible  for  making  a 
real  record  relative  to  the  need  for  an 
increase  in  salary  of  the  home  demon¬ 
stration  workers  and  county  extension 
agents.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  Congress  who  is  better  in¬ 
formed  on  the  subject  than  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  or  a  better  friend 
of  extension. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  that  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr.  Ho¬ 
ran]  may  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  The  gentleman 
from  Washington  unfortunately  is  un¬ 
able  to  be  here  with  us  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  HORAN  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mi-. 
Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  some 
people  seem  to  think  that  a  farmer’s 
main  activity  each  day  is  to  count  his 
subsidy  checks.  Unfortunately,  these 
misinformed  or  biased  people  do  not  ob¬ 
serve  the  fact  that  farm  hourly  earnings 
for  1957  were  only  69  cents  per  hour  as 
compared  to  $2.07  per  hour  for  industrial 
workers.  Nor  do  they  see  that  during 

1958  per  capita  farm  income  was  only 
$1,068  compared  to  nonfarm  income  of 
$2,034.  These  same  people  also  do  not 
recall  that  dining  1956  farm  families 
on  this  Nation’s  2,213,000  commercial 
farms  received  an  average  income  of 
only  $5,415  while  all  nonfarm  families 
received  an  income  of  $6,900.  The 
USD  A  budget  is  one  of  the  chief  targets 
of  these  misinformed  people  who  por¬ 
tray  the  American  farmer  as  an  un¬ 
worthy^  recipient  of  Federal  treasure. 
We  alLknow  that  this  budget  for  fiscal 

1959  was  around  $7  billion,  but  we  should 
keep  in  mind  just  what  amount  of  that 
budget  actually  finds  its  way  to  our 
family  sized  farmer. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  re¬ 
cently  published  the  realized  cost  of  its 
programs  devoted  primarily  for  stabiliza¬ 
tion  of  farm  prices  and  income.  It  may 
be  surprising  for  some  people  to  know 
that  in  1958  this  cost  was  $2,665,700,000, 
almost  $5  billion  less  than  the  fiscal  1959 
USD  A  budget. 
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Let  us  take  a  look  then  at  some  of  the 
activities  of  this  great  Government 
agency,  which  in  utter  fairness  cannot 
be  charged  to  farmers  as  subsidies. 
Here  are  some  of  the  USDA  activities 
which  are  of  mutual  benefit  to  all 
citizens: 

First  of  all,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  the  largest  regulatory  body 
in  the  Federal  Government,  administer¬ 
ing  over  50  such  acts  of  Congress.  These 
acts  protect  the  consumer  in  many  di¬ 
verse  ways  such  as  insuring  clean, 
healthy  meat  through  Federal  inspection 
to  assuring  a  stable  supply  of  sugar  at 
reasonable  prices. 

Second.  The  farm  commodity  export 
program  costs  around  $850  million  a  year 
or  about  one-sixth  of  the  USDA  appro¬ 
priations.  Every  merchant  seaman  and 
shipping  company  should  realize  that  a 
part  of  their  income  comes  from  USDA 
appropriations. 

Third.  About  $500  million  annually 
goes  for  REA  and  FHA  loans.  This 
money  is  eventually  repaid  with  interest 
and  cannot  be  charged  as  a  farm  hand¬ 
out. 

Fourth.  USDA  conducts  a  market  re¬ 
search  program  of  some  $28  million. 
This  activity  has  already  achieved  new 
handling  methods  and  is  now  saving  the 
grain  trade  over  $1  million  per  year  and 
has  provided  techniques  which  reduced 
food  handling  costs  in  Philadelphia  alone 
by  $6  million  per  year.  Every  housewife 
should  realize  that  many  of  the  con¬ 
veniences  she  enjoys  in  food  handling 
today  can  be  traced  to  research  con¬ 
ducted  through  USDA. 

Fifth.  The  brucellosis  eradication  pro¬ 
gram  which  costs  around  $22  million  an¬ 
nually  is  primarily  devoted  to  public 
health  protection. 

Sixth.  The  International  Wheat 
Agreement  which  costs  around  $20  mil¬ 
lion  per  year  aids  fanners,  but  it  also 
serves  as  a  foreign  policy  tool  and  an  aid 
to  the  grain  trade. 

Seventh.  Under  Public  Law  480  we 
have  disposed  of  over  $7.6  billion  worth 
of  agricultural  products.  Under  title  I 
alone  we  have  sold  over  $4.7  billion  to 
friendly  foreign  countries.  The  funds 
generated  by  these  sales  have  not  gone 
to  the  American  farmer,  Mr.  Chairman,- 
they  have  been  used  as  an  arm  of  our 
foreign  policy,  but  they  are  charged  to 
the  Agriculture  budget.  These  foreign 
currencies  are  used  to  develop  new  mar¬ 
kets,  to  purchase  strategic  materials,  to 
procure  military  equipment  and  facil¬ 
ities,  to  finance  the  purchase  of  goods 
and  services  for  other  friendly  countries, 
to  promote  balanced  economic  develop¬ 
ment  among  friendly  nations  through 
loans,  to  U.S.  businessmen,  to  pay  our 
obligations  abroad,  to  provide  loans  to 
friendly  nations  for  their  own  develop¬ 
ment,  to  finance  international  education 
exchanges,  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
lating  and  distributing  various  types  of 
United  States  and  foreign  books  and 
magazines  between  our  country  and 
friendly  nations,  to  pay  for  the  purchase 
or  rental  of  buildings  and  grounds  used 
by  the  United  States  abroad,  and  to 
pay  for  cultural  exchanges,  trade  fairs, 
and  horticultural  exhibits. 


Eighth.  About  $78  million  a  year  is 
spent  on  providing  milk  for  schoolchil¬ 
dren  under  the  school  milk  program. 
Many  city  parents  should  also  realize 
that  the  lunches  their  children  receive 
at  school  are  also  charged  in  part  to 
the  farm  program. 

Ninth.  The  Armed  Forces  and  veter¬ 
ans’  hospitals  consume  substantial 
amounts  of  dairy  products  which  are 
chargeable  to  the  farm  program. 

Tenth.  Soil  and  water  conservation 
work  is  charged  against  farm  costs. 
These  programs  are  of  long-range  bene¬ 
fit  to  all  our  citizens. 

Eleventh.  Let  us  not  forget  also  that 
there  are  181  million  acres  of  national 
forests,  over  an  acre  for  every  Ameri¬ 
can.  We  are  planting  over  1  billion  trees 
a  year  on  eroded  and  tilled  land.  The 
cost  of  this  program  is  charged  to  the 
farm  pi’ogram  today,  but  very  few  of  our 
farmers  will  ever  live  to  harvest  or  enjoy 
a  single  tree.  By  the  year  2000,  however, 
it  is  estimated  that  there  will  be  over 
600  million  recreational  visits  to  these 
forests.  Last  year  there  were  63.5  million 
such  visits. 

While  we  are  talking  about  subsidies, 
let  us  remember  that  subsidies  are  avail¬ 
able  to  millions  of  Americans  other  than 
farmers  and  have  been  so  since  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  our  country. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  are  the  consumers  best  buy.  It 
takes  only  1.2  hours  of  factory  labor  to 
buy  1  pound  of  beefsteak  today  as  com¬ 
pared  to  1929  when  it  took  2  hours  of 
factory  labor  to  purchase  1  pound.  The 
same  is  true  for  other  commodities. 


Consumers — Quantities  of  foods  purchased 
by  1  hour  of  factory  labor 


In  1929 

In  1958 

Bread _ 

6.4 

11.0 

Steak _ 

. .  pounds.. 

1.2 

2.0 

Milk.. . 

_ pints  delivered.. 

7.8 

16.8 

Butter _ 

1.0 

2.9 

Bacon _ 

1.3 

2.7 

Eggs . . 

1.1 

3.5 

Potatoes _ 

. pounds.. 

17.7 

33.  8 

Oranees  _ 

1.3 

2.8 

i 

Source:  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 


There  is  no  question,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  there  are  many  problems  in  agricul¬ 
ture  and  that  there  are  shortcomings  and 
failures  in  various  programs,  but  let  us 
face  these  problems  squarely  and  reso¬ 
lutely  and  not  allow  the  American  farmer 
to  be  submerged  in  politics,  bias,  and 
misinformation. 

Before  I  conclude  my  remarks,  I  would 
like  to  make  some  reference  to  the  over¬ 
all  conservation  reserve  program. 

This  conservation  reserve  of  the  soil 
bank  is  one  of  the  programs  being  used 
throughout  the  country  to  reduce  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses.  While  this  is  its  pri¬ 
mary  purpose — that  is,  to  divert  land 
from  the  production  of  crops,  the  pro¬ 
gram  also  provides  assistance  to  farmers 
in  establishing  and  maintaining  the  re¬ 
quired  protective  cover  or  other  sound 
conservation  practices  on  the  land  placed 
in  the  reserve. 

The  conservation  reserve  is  a  volun¬ 
tary  program,  and  the  farmer  may  take 
part  in  it  or  not,  just  as  he  wishes.  If  he 
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decides  to  participate,  he  signs  a  con¬ 
tract  to  retire  a  specific  acreage  of  crop¬ 
land  from  production  into  protective 
conservation  use  for  a  set  period  of  up 
to  10  years;  he  also  agrees  to  comply 
with  any  acreage  allotments  applicable 
to  crops  on  his  farm  and  to  reduce  the 
total  crop  acreage  on  his  farm  by  the 
amount  of  land  placed  in  the  reserve. 

As  the  other  party  to  the  contract,  the 
Federal  Government  agrees  to  make  an 
annual  rental  payment  for  the  land  held 
out  of  production  and  to  assist  with  the 
cost  of  establishing  the  conservation  use 
on  the  reserved  tract. 

During  the  1959  crop  season,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  about  280,000  conservation 
reserve  contracts  will  be  in  effect,  cover¬ 
ing  about  23.2  million  acres  of  cropland 
in  all  States  except  Alaska.  This  is 
about  5  percent  of  all  U.S.  cropland,  as 
shown  in  the  1954  Census  of  Agriculture. 
Of  the  more  than  23  million  acres  in  the 
conservation  reserve,  around  13  million 
acres  will  be  under  contract  for  the  first 
time  in  1959;  the  rest  is  acreage  which 
was  placed  in  the  program  in  earlier 
years  and  remains  under  contract. 

The  1959  signup  campaign  in  the  fall 
of  1958  indicated  that  changes  made  on 
the  basis  of  earlier  experiences,  chiefly 
higher  rental  payments  per  acre  for  the 
more  productive  land  and  greater  incen¬ 
tives  for  whole-farm  participation — are 
bringing  more  farmers  and  more  good 
quality  land  into  the  program. 

And,  of  course,  the  better  the  land,  the 
greater  its  production  potential.  Land 
now  in  the  conservation  reserve  would 
normally  have  been  used  to  produce 
large  quantities  of  farm  commodities 
which  would  have  swelled  the  existing 
piles  of  surplus  crops.  Of  the  acreage  in 
the  reserve  this  year,  nearly  4  million 
acres  were  devoted  to  wheat;  more  than 
half  a  million  acres  were  in  cotton;  and 
about  10  million  acres  were  in  other 
crops,  and  in  hay.  At  normal  yields,  this 
acreage  would  have  produced  143  million 
bushels  of  corn,  124  million  bushels  of 
wheat,  more  than  300,000  bales  of  cotton, 
nearly  6  million  tons  of  hay,  and  many 
other  crops  on  a  large  scale. 

For  many  farmers,  the  Conservation 
Reserve  has  meant  that  they  can  bring 
about  adjustments  they  have  wanted  to 
make  for  years,  or  it  has  meant  that 
they  can  speed  up  adjustments  that  were 
already  underway. 

Some  operators  of  large  farms  are  us¬ 
ing  the  program  to  reduce  the  size  of 
their  farming  operations  and  the  need 
for  hired  labor.  Others  are  reducing  the 
size  of  their  farming  operations  or  with¬ 
drawing  from  farming  because  of  healthy 
age,  or  other  reasons. 

About  20  percent  of  the  farmers  who 
took  part  in  the  program  through  1958 
have  put  all  their  cropland  in  the  re¬ 
serve,  and  indications  are  that  about 
three-fourths  of  the  land  added  in  1959 
will  be  whole  farms.  A  farmer  who 
places  all  his  cropland  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  can  continue  to  live  on  the 
farm,  maintain  a  home  garden,  and  use 
the  permanent  pasture  and  orchard 
land.  At  the  same  time,  whole-farm 
participation  removes  the  entire  crop 
potential  of  the  farm,  including  the  al- 
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lotment-quota  crops,  since  none  of  the 
cropland  is  left  for  more  intensive 
farming. 

As  for  the  land  itself,  its  future  fertility 
is  safeguarded  through  the  establishment 
of  protective  conservation  uses  under  the 
conservation  reserve.  Grass  cover  is  the 
most  popular  protective  use  to  which  the 
conservation  reserve  land  is  devoted, 
especially  in  the  Great  Plains  States.  In 
this  area,  the  program  is  stimulating  the 
return  to  grass  of  vast  areas  of  dryland 
devoted  to  the  production  of  wheat  under 
wartime  needs.  Before  the  program  was 
available,  many  fanners  in  this  area  were 
unable  to  undertake  the  difficult  and  ex¬ 
pensive  operation  to  convert  this  land 
back  to  grass.  But,  once  converted, 
much  of  this  land  will  remain  in  grass 
after  the  expiration  of  the  conservation 
reserve  contracts. 

In  the  Southeast,  tree-planting  ranks 
highest  among  the  conservation  uses  of 
the  program,  and  this  is  particularly  true 
in  South  Carolina  and  Georgia.  Tree¬ 
planting  contracts  are  for  the  full  10- 
year  period.  When  cropland  goes  out  of 
production  and  is  planted  to  trees,  it  is 
diverted  permanently  from  crop  produc¬ 
tion. 

Practices  designed  especially  for  wild¬ 
life  protection  have  also  gained  wide 
acceptance  by  participating  fanners  and 
have  won  the  general  approval  of  sports¬ 
men  and  wildlife  organizations. 

Three  years  of  experience  with  the 
conservation  reserve  program  has  shown 
that  large  numbers  of  farmers  will  par¬ 
ticipate  in  a  voluntary  program  of  this 
nature  and  that  it  can  be  highly  effective 
in  attacking  many  aspects  of  the  farm 
problem. 

Nearly  twice  as  much  cropland  was 
offered  for  1959  contracts  as  could  be 
accepted  within  the  funds  available; 
owners  of  about  7  million  acres  who  made 
applications  to  take  part  in  the  program 
were  turned  down  because  funds  were 
inadequate.  In  fact,  a  bid-and-accept- 
ance  system  had  to  be  worked  out  to  give 
priority  to  producers  making  the  best 
offers. 

Shall  we  disappoint  large  numbers  of 
farmers  again  in  1960?  Indications  are 
that  many  new  contracts  can  be  signed 
in  1960  if  the  funds  permit.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  this  year  has  more  mail  inquiries 
from  landowners  about  participation  in 
the  Conservation  Reserve  than  at  any 
time  since  1956 — the  previous  high-par¬ 
ticipation  year,  when  the  program  was 
just  starting. 

It  is  my  considered  opinion  that  the 
soil  bank’s  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  continued,  and  in  fact, 
expanded,  so  that  its  benefits  may  ex¬ 
tend  to  all  farmers  who  seek  to  take  part. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
would  like  to  compliment  the  gentleman 
for  this  very  fine  effort  on  his  part  to 
tell  the  true  story  about  appropriations 
for  agriculture.  The  gentleman  has  al¬ 
ways  fought  for  the  farmers  of  his  and 
my  area,  and  he  is  getting  a  little  bit 
tired  of  hearing  this  propaganda  as  am  I, 


which  is  far  from  the  facts,  relative  to 
what  the  farmers  of  America  are  today 
getting.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  remarks.  I  think  we  have  all 
been  at  fault  in  not  getting  the  farmer’s 
story  across  to  the  consuming  public. 
All  too  many  people  have  the  idea  that 
farmers  are  the  cause  of  the  high  price 
of  food.  Therefore,  I  thought  it  might 
be  helpful  to  point  out  just  what  part  of 
our  agricultural  expenditures  should 
rightly  and  fairly  be  directly  chargeable 
to  the  farmers  and  what  part  should  be 
charged  to  all  the  people  of  this  country. 

M\  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  SantangeloI. 

(Mr.  SANTANGELO  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
at  the  outset  I  wish  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten] 
for  his  untiring  work  on  this  subcommit¬ 
tee  and  for  the  searching  questions  of  the 
witnesses  which  have  elicited  informa¬ 
tion  to  educate  a  city  member  on  this 
committee.  I  also  want  to  commend  the 
ranking  minority  member,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen], 
who  has  taken  a  city  boy  in  tow  in  the 
rural  electrification  program  and  tried  to 
educate  him  among  the  hogs  and  the  pigs 
and  the  cattle  of  this  country.  Likewise, 
I  extend  my  thanks  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Nat- 
cher]  for  their  assistance  and  help.  I 
have  gone  from  the  streets  of  New  York 
City  into  the  farms  and  have  a  better 
understanding  of  the  problem.  I  there¬ 
fore  come  to  you  to  talk  about  a  farm  bill 
and  ask  you  to  support  it  as  I  am  sup¬ 
porting  it.  I  support  this  bill  because  I 
believe  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  farmer 
and  to  the  consumer. 

You  know,  there  is  a  saying  that  you 
can  take  a  boy  away  from  the  farm,  but 
you  cannot  take  the  farm  out  of  the 
boy.  I  would  like  to  paraphrase  that  by 
saying,  if  you  take  a  city  boy  and  put 
him  on  a  farm  committee,  you  obtain 
an  apologist  for  the  farmer,  who  does  not 
forget  that  he  is  interested  in  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

I  would  like  to  speak  to  the  city  folk 
who  feel  that  there  has  been  a  giveaway 
to  the  farmers.  Perhaps  in  the  past 
there  have  been  some  programs  which 
have  been  wasteful  and  did  not  accom¬ 
plish  the  desired  result.  Perhaps  there 
still  are.  But  it  is  a  minimum,  as  I  see  it. 

This  bill  reduces  the  request  of  the 
budget  to  the  tune  of  over  $142  million 
and  yet  does  not  take  away  those  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  of  interest  and  benefit 
to  the  farmer  and  to  the  consumer.  I 
would  like  to  point  out,  as  has  one  of  the 
other  speakers,  that  of  over  $4  billion 
which  is  in  this  bill  directly  benefits  the 
farmer  only  to  the  extent  of  $1,435,000,- 
000  plus.  Of  this  amount  50  percent  or 
over  is  paid  for  transportation,  for 
handling,  for  storage,  and  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  program.  These  are 
the  direct  benefits.  However,  there  are 
benefits  which  are  mixed,  which  benefit 
not  only  the  farmer,  but  benefit  the 


friendly  foreigner  and  benefit  the  people 
in  the  city. 

For  example,  over  $2.2  billion  is  spent 
under  four  classifications  which  are 
mixed  benefits.  One  is  the  improvement 
and  protection  of  the  public  health,  such 
as  the  inspection  of  meat  and  poultry, 
which  is  of  importance  to  the  people 
who  eat  these  foodstuffs  in  the  cities; 
the  school  lunch  program  and  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program,  which  go  to  many 
people  on  public  assistance,  and  dona¬ 
tions  to  needy  folk. 

A  second  classification  is  the  im¬ 
provement  of  international  relations 
and  in  defense,  such  as  donations  to 
needy  people  abroad,  emergency  famine 
relief,  sales  for  foreign  currency,  and 
the  bartered  materials  for  stockpiles. 

A  third  classification  of  mixed  bene¬ 
fits  is  the  improvement  of  marketing 
systems,  such  as  market  inspections  and 
freight  rate  services. 

A  fourth  is  the  improvement  and  con¬ 
servation  of  our  national  resources,  such 
as  flood  prevention,  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  and  technical  assistance  in  con¬ 
serving  land  under  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  program. 

These  are  mixed  benefits,  not  only  to 
the  farmer,  but  to  the  city  folk  and  also 
the  foreigners  who  are  friendly  to  us. 
One  conclusion  that  I  can  draw  from  my 
activity  on  this  subcommittee  is  that  the 
welfare  of  the  fanner  is  tied  in  with  the 
welfare  of  the  city  folk.  Our  interests 
are  intertwined.  If  the  farmer  suffers  he 
loses  the  purchasing  power  which  is  so 
necessary  to  buy  the  machinery,  the 
Frigidaires,  the  television  sets,  the  elec¬ 
trical  appliances,  and  also  the  clothing 
which  we  in  the  big  cities  in  the  East 
and  in  the  West  manufacture  and  have 
to  furnish  to  them.  If  they  do  not  have 
the  funds  to  purchase  these  articles,  we 
in  the  cities  cannot  sell  our  garments, 
we  cannot  sell  our  appliances,  we  can¬ 
not  sell  our  machinery,  so  we  suffer,  also. 
It  is  a  reciprocal  situation.  If  we  suffer, 
they  are  going  to  suffer,  too. 

We  have  looked  about  to  find  out  the 
reason  for  the  high  prices  to  the  con¬ 
sumer.  I  say  that  the  fault  lies  not  in 
the  amount  of  money  that  the  farmers 
are  getting,  but  in  the  distribution  of  our 
surpluses,  and  the  costs  which  are  sad¬ 
dled  on  the  price  that  the  farmer  gets. 
The  farmer  receives  only  40  cents  of  the 
consumer  dollar.  Where  does  the  rest 
of  the  money  go?  It  goes  in  the  cost  of 
distribution,  it  goes  in  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation.  I  take  issue  with  the  state¬ 
ment  that  we  in  the  cities  are  buying 
more  with  our  dollar.  We  are  not.  When 
you  compare  what  1  horn:  of  factory 
labor  can  purchase  today  with  what  I 
hour  of  factory  labor  could  buy  years 
ago,  I  want  you  to  recall  that  the  com¬ 
parison  does  not  take  into  consideration 
the  taxes  that  we  have  to  pay.  You  do 
not  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that 
many  people  are  not  factory  workers. 
We  have  our  service  trades  and  nonfac¬ 
tory  workers  who  are  suffering  with  the 
high  level  of  consumer  prices. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  am  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 
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Mr.  VANIK.  I  note  that  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  it  is  provided  that  not  less 
than  $350,000  shall  be  available  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on 
the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and 
the  consumer.  Does  the  gentleman  feel 
that  this  is  a  proper  amount  or  should 
it  be  increased? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  can  only  say  to 
my  knowledge  there  have  been  studies 
by  the  legislative  committee.  They  have 
made  certain  studies  which,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  have  not  achieved  tangible  results. 
I  have  been  questioning  some  of  the  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  see  if  we  can  pinpoint  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  these  runaway  distribu¬ 
tion  costs.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  every¬ 
thing  is  being  done  to  reduce  the  spread 
between  the  producer  and  the  consumer. 
I  do  not  think  $350,000  will  accomplish 
it,  but  we  will  try  to  find  out  where  the 
responsibility  lies  and  how  we  can  elimi¬ 
nate  these  big  distribution  costs  between 
the  producer  and  the  consumer. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield  to  our 
distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  think  the  rec¬ 
ord  should  show  that  throughout  the 
years  Members  from  nonagricultural  dis¬ 
tricts,  Members  from  the  city  districts, 
like  the  district  I  represent  and  the  dis¬ 
trict  like  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
represents,  have  always  appreciated  the 
importance  of  farmers  and  agriculture  to 
the  life  of  our  country,  and  we  have  sup¬ 
ported  farm  legislation.  On  many  occa¬ 
sions,  the  so-called  city  vote — and  I  do 
not  mean  to  imply  that  there  is  a  bloc 
system  of  voting  in  the  Congress,  but 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  reference — but 
as  I  was  saying,  on  many  occasions  the 
so-called  city  vote  has  not  only  supported 
farm  legislation,  but  on  a  number  of  oc¬ 
casions  has  actually  saved  farm  legisla¬ 
tion.  In  the  next  few  days  when  legis¬ 
lation  comes  up  that  is  of  concern  to  the 
cities,  we  kow,  at  least  we  hope,  our 
friends  from  the  agricultural  areas  will 
reciprocate  and  look  upon  that  legisla¬ 
tion  with  an  understanding  mind. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts,  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  importune  my  col¬ 
leagues,  the  Members  from  the  farm 
areas  to  look  upon  these  matters  dealing 
with  our  economy  with  the  realization 
that  Government  is  not  a  one-way  street. 
We  who  represent  the  city  districts  have 
voted  for  appropriations  for  the  farm 
groups  because  we  have  felt  that  it  was 
necessary.  We  ask  you  to  give  us  the 
same  sympathetic  understanding  and 
consideration.  Bills  will  be  coming  be¬ 
fore  you  within  the  next  week  or  two  that 
are  vital  to  the  people  in  our  communi¬ 
ties.  We  ask  you  not  to  take  a  myopic  or 
ostrichlike  attitude  and  stick  your  head 
in  the  sand.  ■  Our  people  in  the  cities 
need  better  places  in  which  to  live.  They 
do  not  have  the  suniight  and  the  green 
grass  that  your  people  on  the  farms  have. 
The  people  I  represent  work  in  factories 
and  walk  on  city  streets.  We  urge  you  to 
cooperate  with  us  to  the  same  extent 
that  we  cooperate  with  you. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  a 
word  or  two  about  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  That  is  one  phase  of  our  life 
where  we  in  the  cities  can  appreciate  the 
benefits  that  we  get  as  a  result  of  these 
farm  programs.  This  administration 
proposed  to  reduce  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  extent  of  $10  million.  We, 
on  the  committee,  restored  this  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  We  also  provided  that  $43  million 
should  be  transferred  from  section  32 
funds  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  the 
children  of  the  schools  in  the  cities  and 
in  the  rural  communities  the  foods 
which  are  in  abundance  in  this  country. 
We  also  urge  with  reference  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  distribution  that  the  legislative 
committee  consider  the  bill  such  as  the 
bill  introduced  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan]  the  so-called 
food-stamp  plan  which  can  take  care  of 
7  million  needy  people  who  are  receiving 
public  assistance  in  order  to  give  them 
the  nutrients  and  the  food  supplies  so 
necessary  to  make  them  healthy  and 
strong. 

Our  problem  is  a  problem  of  distribu¬ 
tion.  Let  us  not  forget  the  biblical  lesson 
about  the  7  years  of  plenty  and  the  7 
years  of  want.  If  we  do  have  plenty,  let 
us  distribute  it.  I  went  to  Puerto  Rico 
and  saw  the  school-lunch  program  for 
the  children  there.  I  compared  the  sit¬ 
uation  that  exists  now  with  the  situation 
of  5  years  ago.  I  went  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  An¬ 
dersen]  ,  and  we  inspected  the  rural-elec¬ 
trification  program.  I  want  to  commend 
the  subcommittee  for  continuing  such  a 
program  because  I  have  seen  the  benefits 
being  derived  frcm  that  program  in  the 
hill  country  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  I  have 
seen  the  benefits  from  that  program 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANIK.  In  glancing  through  the 
appropriation  bill  I  see  there  is  a  prohi¬ 
bition  as  to  the  expenditure  of  any  funds 
of  the  school-lunch  program  for  nonfood 
items.  There  are  many  items  that  de¬ 
pend  on  the  program  and  entirely  de¬ 
pend  on  spending  for  nonfood  items. 
Can  the  gentleman  explain  that  prohi¬ 
bition? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  That  is  put  in  the 
bill  in  order  to  prevent  the  schools  and 
so  on  from  using  these  funds  to  buy 
equipment  which  is  the  responsibility  of 
their  school  administration.  So  that  this 
is  tied  down  to  food  items.  This  is  a 
provision  which  has  been  in  the  bill  for 
a  number  of  years  in  order  to  tie  it  down 
to  the  food  requirements  and  furnishing 
food  for  the  children. 

Mr.  VANIK.  If  that  is  the  reasoning 
behind  this,  then  it  really  is  not  a  school 
lunch  program  bill,  but  a  proposal  to 
use  up  some  of  the  surplus  agricultural 
products  of  the  country. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  When  the  school 
lunch  program  was  first  established,  it 
was  almost  entirely  with  the  thought  of 
it  being  a  program  to  help  in  disposing  of 
the  surplus  commodities.  However,  since 
that  time  we  have  found  that  the  surplus 
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commodities  do  not  always  supply  an 
adequate  diet  from  the  nutritional  stand¬ 
point  and,  therefore,  we  think  now  of  the 
program  in  terms  of  being  a  program  to 
provide  a  nutritious  diet  for  our  school 
children. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  position  is  a 
proper  one,  inasmuch  as  the  funds  which 
we  supply  for  the  Federal  contribution 
for  food,  as  the  gentleman  knows,  has 
been  surpassed  by  local  and  State  con¬ 
tributions. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANIK.  In  this  connection  has 
the  appropriation  for  red  meat  been  in¬ 
creased? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  We  have  done 
one  thing;  we  found  quite  a  disinclina¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  administration 
to  enter  into  the  purchase  of  red  meats 
on  the  theory  that  purchases  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  raised  prices.  So  we 
suggested  that  $43  million  of  the  funds 
be  allocated  to  localities  so  that  they  can 
purchase  locally  the  red  meats  for  their 
program,  pork,  beef,  or  whatever  they 
desire  and  what  is  available  in  the  com¬ 
munity. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  for  the  splendid  work  he, 
has  done  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  ‘  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  just  want  to  clear 
up  one  point  about  which  there  may  have 
been  a  little  misunderstanding  on  the 
part  of  the  gentleman!  This  prohibi¬ 
tion  does  not  put  any  limitation  upon 
the  locality  or  the  State  in  the  use  of 
their  own  appropriated  funds.  And,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  that  he  has 
given  extremely  valuable  service  on  this 
committee.  He  has  been  a  hard  worker, 
he  has  been  a  diligent  worker.  He  has 
made  trips  out  into  the  country  of  this 
country  to  see  how  the  programs  operate. 
Our  subcommittee  has  the  greatest  ad¬ 
miration  for  the  integrity,  the  ability, 
and  the  industrious  effort  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  has  shown. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

This  bill  reduces  the  budget  requests 
by  $142,199,365.  Despite  the  criticisms 
I  hear  frequently  to  the  effect  that  some 
of  these  price  support  programs  and 
conservation  reserve  programs  are  give¬ 
aways,  this  bill  is  a  good  bill. 

If  the  farmer  suffers,  the  normal 
corollary  is  that  the  other  segment  of  our 
population,  the  urbanite,  suffers  also. 
When  I  hear  that  the  farmer  gets  only  40 
percent  of  the  consumer  dollar,  and  our 
consumers  are  paying  higher  prices  in 
the  marketplace,  I  say  that  there  is 
something  radically  wrong  with  our  dis¬ 
tribution  system.  When  I  see  tremen¬ 
dous  storehouses  of  wheat,  grain,  corn, 
and  other  farm  commodities,  I  say  our 
national  policies  of  distribution  and  use 
are  wrong.  Despite  price  supports,  farm 
income  in  the  past  several  years  has  fal¬ 
len  from  $15  billion  to  $11  billion.  The 
consumer  of  America  can  benefit  from 
the  food  stamp  program  which  Con¬ 
gressmen  and  particularly  Congress- 
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woman  Sullivan  has  Introduced.  These 
food  stamp  programs  can  utilize  much 
of  our  surpluses  to  give  adequate  and 
recent  foods  to  our  citizens  receiving 
public  assistance,  whose  most  recent 
number  exceeds  7  million.  These  sur¬ 
pluses  can  be  used  to  feed  our  39  million 
schoolchildren,  30  percent  of  whom  are 
now  receiving  school  lunches.  These 
surpluses  can  be  used  as  a  weapon  of  our 
foreign  policy  to  feed  those  in  need  in 
foreign  countries. 

Despite  price  supports  on  wheat,  com, 
and  other  basic  commodities,  the  small 
farmer  must  rely  in  a  large  measure  on 
his  nonfarm  income  to  obtain  the  neces¬ 
sities  of  life.  Farm  income  is  low,  on  a 
real  basis  or  on  a  comparative  basis. 
Farm  income  in  the  last  6  years  has 
dropped  from  $15.3  billion  to  $11  billion. 
The  consequences  of  low  farm  income 
manifest  themselves  in  the  exodus  from 
farms,  in  the  drop  of  small  family  farms, 
and  the  decline  of  farm  employment  to 
the  extent  of  1,374,000  workers.  The 
number  of  farm  unemployment  is  ap¬ 
proximately  30  percent  of  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  throughout  the  United  States. 
These  unemployed  farmers  swell  not  only 
the  unemployment  rolls  in  the  rural 
areas,  but  the  relief  rolls  in  cities.  We 
must  therefore  give  aid  to  the  farmers 
of  our  country.  This  bill  is  by  no  means 
perfect,  but  it  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion,  in  a  direction  which  will  benefit  the 
economy  of  the  whole  United  States. 

I  want  to  discuss  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  of  vital  importance  to 
schoolchildren  in  the  cities  and  in  the 
rural  areas.  This  bill  provides  for  an 
appropriation  of  $110  million  in  cash 
payments  and  $43  million  obtained  from 
a  transfer  of  section  32  funds,  which, 
as  many  of  you  know,  are  the  funds 
which  are  derived  from  receipts  from 
taxes  on  imports.  This  composite  figure 
of  $153  million  represents  an  increase 
of  $8  million  over  last  year’s  appropria¬ 
tion,  which  is  necessary  to  provide  and 
take  care  of  the  8 -percent  increase  in  our 
school  population.  Over  11  million  chil¬ 
dren  are  participating  in  the  school- 
lunch  program.  You  may  remember  that 
initial  Federal  assistance  for  school- 
lunch  programs  which  began  in  1933  was 
started  for  three  major  reasons.  First, 
to  supplement  relief  feeding  programs 
of  the  States  and  localities;  second,  to 
provide  relief  employment  for  the  un¬ 
employed;  and  third,  to  assist  in  remov¬ 
ing  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
from  the  market.  By  1946,  when  the 
school-lunch  program  became  perma¬ 
nent,  the  relief  aspects  had  disappeared 
and  the  objectives  were  broadened.  At 
that  time,  school  lunch  became  an  ac¬ 
cepted  program,  which,  even  in  times  of 
prosperity,  had  two  very  important  ob¬ 
jectives.  One  objective  was  to  extend 
the  market  for  agricultural  food  com¬ 
modities. 

The  second  and  perhaps  more  impor¬ 
tant  objective  is  to  improve  the  health 
and  well  being  of  the  Nation’s  children 
by  providing  them  with  a  well-balanced 
lunch  at  school  to  help  fill  their  daily  nu¬ 
tritional  requirements,  and  by  developing 
proper  and  nutritionally  beneficial  food 
habits  which  will  continue  in  later  life. 
It  is  a  sad  commentary  that  36  percent 


of  the  men  examined  for  military  duty 
were  turned  down  because  of  physical 
defects — largely  the  result  of  faulty  nu¬ 
trition. 

In  the  past  25  years,  there  has  been 
a  tremendous  expansion  in  school  food 
services.  In  the  immediate  years  ahead, 
there  is  likely  to  be  further  substantial 
expansion.  By  1965,  it  is  expected  that 
8  million  more  children  will  be  attend¬ 
ing  elementary  and  secondary  schools, 
pushing  total  enrollment  to  the  almost 
unbelievable  total  of  47  million.  As  new 
schools  are  built  and  as  old  ones  are 
modernized,  more  and  more  food  facil¬ 
ities  will  be  available  to  meet  the  grow¬ 
ing  demand  for  lunches  at  school. 

We  do  not  fully  realize  the  influence 
the  school  lunch  program  has  upon  our 
economy  and  upon  construction  and  ex¬ 
pansion  of  schools.  Only  recently,  I  was 
told  by  the  pastor  of  a  church  in  my 
district  that  he  was  building  a  new  school 
primarily  to  build  lunchroom  facilities 
in  order  to  have  his  parochial  school 
qualify  for  the  school  lunch  program. 
The  city  of  New  York  has  on  occasions 
decided  to  build  a  new  school  rather 
than  modernizing  an  old  one  in  order  to 
provide  lunchroom  facilities  for  1,250 
schoolchildren.  It  was  found  on  other 
occasions  that  where  lunchroom  facil¬ 
ities  accommodated  only  250  children  in 
a  1,250  school  population,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  spent  more  time  in  feeding  the 
children  than  in  teaching.  Conse¬ 
quently,  to  correct  this  defect,  a  larger 
lunchroom  was  built  or  a  new  wing  con¬ 
structed.  How  extensive  this  lunchroom 
influence  has  on  construction  through¬ 
out  the  country  might  prove  informa¬ 
tional.  Since  52,000  schools  are  partici¬ 
pating  in  this  program  and  thousands  of 
new  schools  are  planning  to  participate, 
we  can  only  conjecture  as  to  the  stimu¬ 
lus  which  the  school  lunch  program  has 
had  on  employment  both  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  these  schools. 

How  does  the  school  lunch  program 
operate?  Today,  the  national  school 
lunch  program  furnishes  cash  payments 
and  food  items  to  schools  by  distributing 
commodities  acquired  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  through  State  dis¬ 
tributing  agencies.  Under  section  6,  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  commodities 
are  purchased  on  the  basis  of  their  nu¬ 
tritional  value  and  acceptability.  Under 
section  32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act,  those  commodities  declared  as  sur¬ 
plus  foods  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  are  purchased  for  donation  to 
authorized  outlets  including  all  eligible 
school  lunch  programs.  It  seems  to  have 
been  the  administration’s  policy  to  de¬ 
crease  the  amount  of  various  surplus 
foods  available  for  donation  to  the 
schools  under  section  32  and  at  the  same 
time  reduce  the  amount  of  money  with 
which  we  supplement  the  surplus  food 
in  order  to  provide  a  well-balanced  lunch. 
In  1958,  the  value  of  surplus  food  dona¬ 
tions  dropped  to  $76  million  from  a  rec¬ 
ord  level  of  $132  million  in  1957.  How¬ 
ever,  as  you  are  aware,  in  the  1959  appro¬ 
priation  Congress  transferred  an  addi¬ 
tional  $35  million  of  section  32  funds  to 
the  school  lunch  account  to  make  com¬ 
modity  purchases  for  the  program.  This 
transfer  of  $35  million  was  in  addition  to 


any  surplus  commodities  donated  to  the 
program  from  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  price  support  inventories.  In 
addition,  you  are  aware  that  the  85th 
Congress  appropriated  an  additional  $10 
million  to  the  cash  appropriation  raising 
the  total  to  $110  million.  This  year  we 
are  recommending  an  appropriation  of 
$110  million  cash,  plus  $43  million  from 
a  transfer  of  section  32  funds.  When 
we  contemplate  that  this  school  lunch 
program  is  a  joint  venture  among  the 
Federal  Government,  the  State  govern¬ 
ment,  and  local  communities  with  chil¬ 
dren  also  paying  a  large  share,  the  fig¬ 
ures  spent  on  this  program  assume 
greater  importance  and  a  staggering  sig¬ 
nificance.  We  know  that  the  National 
Lunch  Room  Act  requires  that  Federal 
cash  assistance  funds  be  matched  from 
sources  within  the  State  at  a  rate  of  3 
to  1. 

The  act  sets  up  requirements  for  quali¬ 
fication  to  participate  and  thereby  re¬ 
ceive  food  assistance  and  commodity  do¬ 
nations  to  provide  a  well  balanced  and 
low-cost  noonday  lunch.  There  are  three 
basic  requirements: 

First.  The  lunch  program  must  be  op¬ 
erated  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

Second.  The  meal  served  must  meet 
specified  nutritional  standards. 

Third.  Those  children  unable  to  pay 
the  full  price  of  the  lunch  must  be  served 
free  or  at  a  reduced  price. 

The  National  School  Lunch.  Act  also 
brought  State  departments  of  education 
actively  into  the  picture.  It  made  them 
responsible  for  the  supervision  of  the 
program  in  the  individual  schools — 
thereby  encouraging  the  development  of 
lunch  programs  as  a  part  of  the  total 
educational  program  for  children. 

Twelve  years  of  operation  have  dem¬ 
onstrated  certain  truths.  It  cannot  be 
said  or  argued  that  Federal  assistance  in 
the  program  of  school  lunches  resulted 
in  Federal  domination  or  control.  Twelve 
years  of  experience  has  demonstrated 
that  the  Federal  Government  has  been 
able  to  function  cooperatively  with  State 
or  local  governments  without  control  or 
conflict. 

What  about  the  quality  of  the  lunch? 
When  I  attended  high  school  in  1926,  we 
had  a  lunchroom  but  no  school-lunch 
program.  Many  of  you  people  shared 
the  similar  experiences.  My  lunch  was 
obtained  at  home  under  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  a  mother  who  had  experience  in 
raising  10  children.  You  can  see  from 
my  210  pounds  that  I  became  physically 
prosperous.  I  am  no  advertisement  for 
the  school  lunch  program.  However, 
other  children  were  not  so  fortunate.  On 
occasions,  when  I  was  left  to  my  own  re¬ 
sources  and  50  cents,  my  lunch  consisted 
of  a  hot  dog  and  orangeade  at  the  corner 
Nedicks  store  or  popular  drugstore 
counter.  No  method,  no  planning,  no 
thought  or  reference  to  nutrition  or 
vitamins. 

Contrast  the  lunch  of  the  child  who  is 
fortunate  to  be  a  participant  in  a  school 
lunch  program.  His  lunch  is  patterned 
to  provide  nutritional  foods  with  a  bal¬ 
anced  program.  This  is  the  very  heart 
of  the  program. 

Unless  the  daily  lunch  is  based  on 
sound  nutritional  guidelines,  we  cannot 
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expect  the  child  to  develop  sound  food 
habits.  We  cannot  expect  the  use  of 
standard  menus  for  local  food  habits, 
and  local  food  supplies  must  be  taken 
into  consideration.  We  do  not  expect 
everyone  to  like  spaghetti,  mozarella, 
or  pizza  pie. 

Recognizing  that  there  is  no  account¬ 
ing  for  tastes,  and  we  should  not  dispute 
about  one’s  tastes,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  developed  a  type  A  lunch. 
The  type  A  lunch  requires  as  a  mini¬ 
mum  the  service  of  2  ounces  of  a 
protein-rich  food — that  is,  of  meat,  poul¬ 
try,  eggs,  fish,  dried  beans,  and  peanut 
butter.  It  requires  three  quarters  of 
a  cup  of  fruits  and  vegetables,  bread  and 
butter  or  margarine,  and  one-half,  pint 
of  whole  milk  as  a  beverage.  As  a  result 
of  the  type  A  pattern  lunch,  we  guard 
the  nutritional  quality  of  school  lunch 
and,  at  the  same  time,  the  individual 
school  can  take  into  account  local  food 
preferences  and  good  food  buys  in  the 
local  market. 

These  foods,  in  type  A  plate  lunch, 
provide  a  varied  and  appetizing  lunch 
and  all  this  at  a  low  price  of  around  25 
cents. 

The  use  of  well-planned  school  lunches 
at  low  prices  has  great  implication^  and 
benefits  to  farmer  and  consumer.  It 
introduces  the  school  children  to  new 
and  nutritious  foods.  They  learn  to 
choose  well-balanced  meals  and  why 
good  food  habits  are  important.  The 
school  lunch  provides  the  farmer  with  a 
growing  market  for  food.  As  the  food 
habits  are  carried  into  adult  life,  it 
means  bigger  and  better  food  markets 
in  the  future.  Schools  have  had  to  ac¬ 
cept  responsibilities  other  than  the 
teaching  of  the  three  R’s.  The  school 
lunch  program  teaches  the  use  of  nutri¬ 
tious  foods.  Today  the  modern  school 
must  provide  not  only  food  for  thought 
but  also  food  for  health. 

I  am  no  farmer.  I  have  no  farms  in 
my  district,  except  rock  gardens  in  a 
backyard  plot  of  20  feet  by  20  feet  cared 
for  by  housewives,  or  wooden  flower 
boxes  on  fire  escapes  or  on  window  sills 
cultivated  by  urbanites.  I  do  know,  how¬ 
ever,  that  in  America  there  is  an  eco¬ 
nomic  unity  between  farmer  and  laborer. 
The  school  lunch  program  is  a  valuable 
method  to  cement  that  unity;  it  is  a  road 
to  health  and  a  way  for  food  distribution. 
It  is  for  you  to  improve  the  road  and 
ease  the  way. 

I  also  am  pleased  to  support  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  rural  electrification 
program.  Those  who  have  seen  farms 
with  electrification  have  seen  the  visible 
evidence  of  its  benefits,  not  only  upon  the 
view  point  of  the  young,  but  the  manner 
of  life  of  the  people  on  the  farms  and  in 
isolated  areas.  Those  in  the  city  who 
have  not  studied  the  rural  electrification 
program  and  who  do  not  fully  realize  its 
manifold  benefits  to  the  farms  can  ap¬ 
preciate  the  indirect  benefits  which  the 
people  in  the  cities  are  deriving  from  this 
program.  Recent  figures  indicate  that 
96  percent  of  farm  lands  in  the  United 
States  have  been  electrified  mainly  as  a 
result  of  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram.  More  than  90  percent  of  the  farms 
today  have  mechanical  refrigeration  as 
compared  to  93  percent  in  the  nonfarm 


areas,  which  indicates  the  tremendous 
boom  to  the  manufacturing  industry  and 
to  the  steel  industry.  Life  on  the  farm 
today  is  not  so  burdensome  and  the  farm¬ 
er  is  rapidly  competing  with  the  city 
dweller  in  the  purchase  of  television. 
More  than  53  percent  of  the  farms  have 
TV,  as  compared  to  78  percent  in  the 
nonfarm  areas.  However,  in  the  sanitary 
facilities,  such  as  running  water  in  the 
houses,  bathtubs,  showers,  and  flush  toi¬ 
lets,  the  farmer  and  his  family  are  way 
behind  the  city  folks.  Some  people  have 
said  that  the  superiority  of  modern  civil¬ 
ization  over  ancient  civilizations  is  in  the 
possession  of  plumbing  and  sanitary 
facilities.  In  view  of  the  backwardness 
of  the  farm  people  in  the  enjoyment  of 
these  facilities,  one  can  readily  say  that 
the  farmers  are  not  living  in  modern 
times. 

I  was  privileged  recently,  as  part  of  my 
committee  work,  to  see  the  benefits  of 
the  rural  electrification  program  in  Puer¬ 
to  Rico.  Rural  electrification  has  brought 
a  new  way  of  life  to  people  on  the  farms 
and  in  the  hills.  This  program  is  one  of 
the  most  valuable  programs  in  our  Amer¬ 
ican  economy  and  it  is  a  pleasure  to  vote 
for  appropriations  to  continue  the  im¬ 
portant  and  beneficial  work  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  consequently  heartily  support  this 
bill  H.R.  7175. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Andersen  of  Minnesota) 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  committee  report  on  the  bill 
appropriating  funds  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  repeats  some  very  strange 
charges  about  cotton  exports.  From 
reading  it,  one  gets  the  impression  that 
the  Department  has  not  been  exporting 
cotton — that  it  has  been  dragging  its  feet 
and  refusing  to  make  our  cotton  com¬ 
petitive  on  world  markets. 

The  facts  to  refute  this  charge  are  a 
matter  of  clear  record.  U.S.  cotton  has 
been  moving  onto  world  markets  at  rec¬ 
ord  or  near-record  levels. 

Since  the  1956-57  marketing  year, 
when  this  administration  initiated  a  re¬ 
vised  export  program,  a  total  of  more 
than  15  million  bales  of  our  cotton  has 
moved  abroad.  This  is  an  average  of 
more  than  5  million  bales  for  each 
of  the  3  shipping  years  involved — 
above  the  5  million  annual  goal  gen¬ 
erally  regarded  as  our  fair  historic  share 
of  world  markets. 

In  1  year  alone,  1956-57,  our  exports 
reached  a  total  of  more  than  iy2  million 
bales — clear  evidence  of  very  effective 
and  very  vigorous  program  operations. 

It  is  true  that  during  the  current  mar¬ 
keting  year  exports  are  running  at  a 
lower  rate,  and  may  not  hit  much  more 
than  about  a  3-million-bale  total. 
There  are  several  reasons  for  this  drop¬ 
off. 

First.  Foreign  buyers  anticipated  low¬ 
er  prices  after  this  coming  August  1,  as 
a  result  of  new  cotton  legislation  for  this 
year’s  crop. 

Second.  Economic  conditions  in  some 
countries  caused  a  slowdown  in  cotton 
use. 

Third.  There  was  an  increase  in  avail¬ 
able  stocks. 
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Fourth.  Higher  U.S.  export  payment 
rates  were  scheduled,  to  take  effect 
August  1. 

This  year’s  export  situation  is  to  a 
considerable  extent  a  reflection  of  ad¬ 
justments  after  2  years  of  very  high  ex¬ 
ports. 

For  the  new  marketing  year,  which 
begins  August  1,  it  is  expected  that  _our 
cotton  exports  will  be  back  to  or  above 
the  5  million  bale  mark. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  al¬ 
ready  announced  an  increase  to  8  cents 
a '  pound  in  the  direct  export  subsidy 
rate.  In  addition,  under  the  controlling 
legislation  exporters  will  be  able  to  buy 
cotton  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  at  prices  estimated  to  be  about 
3  cents  a  pound  below  the  level  at  which 
CCC  will  buy  the  bulk  of  1959-crop  price- 
support  cotton. 

The  total  subsidy  will,  in  effect,  be 
more  more  than  10  cents  a  pound — about 
one-third  of  the  price-support  level. 
This  is  certainly  aggressive  action  to 
make  our  cotton  competitive. 

For  the  coming  shipping  year,  empha¬ 
sis  for  the  cotton  export  subsidy  program 
will  be  on  stocks  drawn  from  normal 
commercial  channels — to  put  the  buying 
power  behind  privately-owned  cotton,  to 
the  direct  advantage  of  the  cotton  farmer 
and  whole  cotton  industry.  But  the  De¬ 
partment  has  also  announced  that  it 
would  also  make  direct  export  sales  from 
CCC  inventory  stocks,  if  necessary  to  as¬ 
sure  that  our  cotton  is  in  a  fully  com¬ 
petitive  position. 

It  is  pretty  hard  to  see  what  the  criti¬ 
cism  is  all  about.  Some  programs  have 
been  admitted  failures,  but  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  cotton  export  program  does  not 
fall  in  this  category.  It  has  been  an 
outstanding  success. 

The  committee  report  also  empha¬ 
sizes  the  fact  that  $100  million  is  being 
withheld  from  appropriated  funds  to  re¬ 
store  CCC  capital  impairment,  to  encour¬ 
age  the  Corporation  to  increase  export 
sales.  This  again  is  a  strange  charge. 

It  is  true  that  moving  commodities  out 
of  inventory,  through  sales  either  at 
home  or  abroad,  cuts  down  holdings. 
This  lowers  storage  and  handling  costs, 
and  requires  less  borrowings  to  finance 
current  operations.  But  the  fact  re¬ 
mains  that  CCC’s  losses  are  realized 
when  it  disposes  of  commodities.  That 
is  when  Congress  appropriates  funds, 
under  the  law,  to  restore  capital  impair¬ 
ment. 

The  $100  million  item  the  committee 
suggests  withholding  would  merely  de¬ 
lay  the  eventual  appropriation.  These 
losses  are  already  realized,  and  they  will 
have  to  be  made  up  sooner  or  later.  The 
committee  action  to  withhold  the  funds 
at  this  time  is  merely  a  gesture. 

The  cotton  export  program  is  in  good 
shape,  in  spite  of  some  falling  off  in  ship¬ 
ments  for  the  current  season.  It  will  be 
in  even  better  shape  when  the  programs 
the  administration  has  announced  for 
the  coming  marketing  year,  are  in  effect. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
low  man  on  the  totem  pole  of  this  sub- 
committeee  I  now  know  more  about  agri¬ 
culture  after  these  few  months  of  service 
on  the  committee  than  I  acquired  in  all 
my  previous  35  years  of  walking  on  this 
earth.  I  have  learned  more  about  cot¬ 
ton  under  the  chairmanship  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten]  than  in  all  my  previous 
life.  Likewise,  the  genial  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher]  certainly 
has  taught  me  more  about  tobacco  than 
I  ever  learned  in  my  previous  35  years. 
I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Horan]  that,  because 
of  him,  I  know  more  about  what  it  takes 
to  grow  fruits  and  wheat  out  in  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest.  The  gentlemen  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen]  and  [Mr. 
Marshall],  and  I  have  similar  interests. 
We  are  from  the  Midwest  and  represent 
in  large  measure  corn,  soy  bean,  and  feed 
grain  producers. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Santangelo],  who  preceded  me,  repre- 
resented  himself  as  spokesman  for  the 
city  folks;  others  have  spoken  for  the 
fanner.  I  would  like  to  point  to  myself 
as  bridging  the  gap  between  the  produc¬ 
ers  and  the  consumers,  because  my  dis¬ 
trict  is  roughly  half  urban  and  half 
rural. 

I  can  say  without  contradiction  that  I 
probably  support  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  his  policies  more  than  any 
member  of  the  subcommittee;  and  I 
make  no  bones  about  it,  because  I  think 
his  policies  and  programs  are  right,  not 
only  for  my  district  but  the  Nation.  My 
district  is  relatively  a  flat,  level  area  of 
dark,  black,  rich  land  which  sells  for 
something  like  $500  or  $600  an  acre  at 
auction.  It  has  always  been  a  farming 
community  and  always  will  be.  So  we 
are  somewhat  disturbed  when  we  see 
great  programs  in  the  past  that  have 
tended  to  encourage  submarginal  and 
marginal  producers  by  way  of  Govern¬ 
ment  guarantees  and  Government  sub¬ 
sidies,  because  we  do  not  need  those 
subsidies  and  we  do  not  need  those  guar¬ 
antees,  and  we  will  be  in  the  farming 
business  for  as  long  as  we  are  walking 
this  globe  in  our  particular  area. 

As  the  chairman  pointed  out  earlier, 
we  asked  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
come  up  and  present  his  program  to  the 
committee.  I  am  grateful  that  he  has 
done  so  in  such  explicit  terms. 

The  thing  that  disturbs  me,  of  course, 
is  the  fact  that  there  is  so  much  criti¬ 
cism  leveled  at  the  Secretary  for  being 
in  office  for  some  6  years  and  still  we 
have  a  bigger  surplus  on  hand  and  a 
greater  overall  production  problem  than 
ever.  I  will  say,  however,  that  had  the 
Secretary’s  program  been  adopted  in  its 
entirety  from  the  very  first  day  he 
stepped  into  office  there  would  be  a  dif¬ 
ferent  situation  confronting  us  today. 

The  economics  of  the  farm  dilemma 
is  simple — it  is  the  politics  of  the  problem 
that  is  baffling.  What  fanners  want  and 
need  is  less  Government  in  the  farming 
business — less  politics  in  agriculture. 

Pour-fifths  of  agriculture  is  free  of 
Government  controls  and  doing  fairly 
well.  It  is  in  the  areas  where  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  most  solicitous  and  has 


interfered  most  that  there  are  real  diffi¬ 
culties.  Futile  attempts  by  Government 
to  control  production  and  fix  prices  at 
artificial  levels  are  the  cause. 

Despite  repeated  administration  rec¬ 
ommendations,  the  old  rigid  program  is 
still  in  effect  on  a  very  few  crops  with 
only  slight  changes.  It  is  not  the  Ben¬ 
son  program,  yet  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  must  administer  it.  It  was  de¬ 
vised  during  the  great  depression  and 
revised  during  the  war.  Today  we  have 
neither  depression  nor  war.  But  we  do 
have  a  rapidly  changing  agriculture 
which  is  undergoing  an  irreversible 
technological  revolution. 

The  old  basic  crop  legislation,  still  on 
the  books,  is  outmoded  and  fails  of  its 
objective.  It  has  placed  ineffective 
bureaucratic  controls  on  farmers,  de¬ 
stroyed  markets,  piled  up  surpluses,  and 
imposed  heavy  burdens  on  taxpayers. 
It  does  not  fit  the  needs  of  the  small 
farmer — 56  percent  of  our  farm  popu¬ 
lation. 

Yes,  the  economics  of  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem  is  simple — less  Government  in  farm¬ 
ing.  Quit  trying  to  fix  prices  unreal¬ 
istically  from  which  flow  the  twin  evils 
of  production  for  Government  ware¬ 
houses  and  control  of  farmers.  Empha¬ 
size  markets,  increased  efficiency,  and 
competitive  selling.  Eliminate  Govern¬ 
ment’s  stranglehold  on  agriculture. 

This  is  the  solution. 

Congress  must  not  postpone  longer  the 
action  needed.  The  existing,  outmoded 
farm  laws  must  be  changed.  Until  Con¬ 
gress  acts,  agriculture  will  be  burdened 
with  too  much  Government,  too  much 
politics,  and  too  little  commonsense. 

It  is  not  popular  to  tell  the  fanner 
out  in  his  community  that  we  are  going 
to  cut  down  on  his  guarantee,  that  we 
are  going  to  cut  down  on  giving  him 
ACP  benefits,  or  all  the  other  benefits 
that  have  been  granted  to  agriculture  by 
virtue  of  what  we  have  done  in  this  House 
and  in  the  other  body;  but  I  take  this 
position:  When  I  speak  in  a  rural  county 
I  speak  for  and  defend  the  city  dweller 
because  I  know  their  needs.  The  odds 
are  against  me,  and  I  feel  that  it  is  my 
obligation  to  tell  the  farmers  of  the 
problems  faced  by  the  city  folks.  When 
I  am  speaking  in  the  cities  I  support  the 
fanner,  because  I  know  their  problems 
and  know  they  need  someone  to  defend 
them.  For  the  sake  of  a  good  discussion 
and  thorough  airing  of  the  issues  I  like 
to  take  a  minority  position. 

So  sandwiched  as  I  am  between  the 
farmer  and  city  dweller  puts  me  in  a 
real  good  position  to  look  at  this  whole 
problemr  objectively  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  where  we  should  go  after  so  many 
years  of  failure,  probably  for  the  last  20. 

I  am  grateful,  indeed,  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Marshall] 
for  earlier  in  the  year  making  a  study 
and  inserting  it  in  the  Congressional 
Record;  the  charges  that  should  be  di¬ 
rectly  attributable  to  the  farmer  and 
those  that  are  on  the  shady  line  and 
could  very  well  benefit  the  consumer 
much  more  so  than  the  farmer.  It  was 
a  real  service,  and  I  am  grateful  to 
him  for  bringing  this  to  the  attention  of 
this  House  and  the  American  people. 


The  committee  report  goes  a  little  bit 
overboard  in  treating  that  subject,  and  I 
will  say  that  I  have  some  reservation 
about  there  being  more  than  50  percent 
chargeable  to  the  consumer. 

Frankly,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  only 
alternative  to  the  Secretary’s  program 
is  one  of  strict  controls  and  regimenta¬ 
tion.  To  me  that  smacks  of  Russian 
style,  and  I  know  that  my  farmers  want 
no  part  of  that  and  are  much  more  in¬ 
clined  to  be  completely  free  to  produce 
as  they  will  and  what  they  want. 

For  my  contribution  this  afternoon,  I 
would  like  briefly  to  discuss  two  aspects 
of  this  particular  program. 

First,  I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words 
on  behalf  of  the  conservation  reserve 
program.  The  farmers  did  a  magnifi¬ 
cent  job  during  the  past  war  of  gearing 
farm  production  to  meeting  the  national 
emergency.  The  time  is  long  past  when 
we  should  have  reduced  our  agricultural 
plant  in  line  with  current  national  needs. 

The  plan  which  shows  promise  of  real 
production  adjustment  is  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  Some  23  million  acres  of 
cropland  will  be  in  conservation  reserve 
mothballs  this  year  ready  to  again  pro¬ 
duce  if  needed  in  the  future  for  another 
national  emergency.  Meanwhile  it  is 
protected  from  erosion  by  grass  and  trees. 
The  cost  of  reducing  production  by  this 
method  is  a  fraction  of  costs  of  other 
now  antiquated  measures.  I  ask  you,  is 
that  not  a  more  sound,  sensible,  and  eco¬ 
nomical  aproach  on  which  both  farmers 
and  consumers  can  unite? 

The  committee  by  cutting  the  admin¬ 
istration  request  from  $375  million  for 
1960  to  $325  million  will  permit  only  2 
million  acres  to  be  added  to  those  now 
idled,  whereas  this  year  alone  7  million 
acres  were  offered  by  farmers  which  un¬ 
der  the  bill  cannot  be  accepted.  You 
should  note  that  the  soil  bank  law  pro¬ 
vides  an  annual  authorization  of  $450 
million. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  too,  that  the 
bill  limits  total  payments  to  $3,000  per 
year  for  each  farmer  compared  to  the 
$5,000  limit  on  annual  payment,  plus 
cost  share  payments  now  established  by 
regulation.  One  would  seem  to  assume 
that  these  payments  are  gravy  and 
should  be  spread  among  as  many  people 
as  possible. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  program  of  conservation 
reserve  is  not  one  of  spreading  a  lot  of 
gravy  around  among  as  many  farmers 
as  posisble,  but  as  far  as  possible  rather 
to  take  out  of  production  as  many  pro¬ 
ductive  acres  as  possible.  There  are 
some  23  million  acres  in  the  conservation 
reserve  at  this  moment. 

This  limitation,  in  my  opinion,  will 
strike  a  blow  at  hopes  of  reducing  wheat 
production  because  of  the  larger  sized 
farmers  in  the  wheat  country,  and  every¬ 
one  agrees  that  wheat  is  now  our  No.  1 
surplus  crop.  We  should  not  discourage 
reduction  of  this  commodity  at  this  criti¬ 
cal  hour. 

May  I  make  the  observation  that  we 
in  our  district  will  not  benefit  by  these 
$5,000  payments  if  they  would  be  author¬ 
ized.  We  do  not  have  that  size  of  spread. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are  going  to 
actually  take  productive  acres  out  of  pro- 
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duction  we  have  got  to  move  to  the  West 
and  particularly  to  this  wheat-producing 
area. 

If  I  might  make  one  more  point,  it 
would  be  in  reference  to  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram.  Personally,  I  feel  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  reduction  in  the  ACP  program  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Secretary  is  sound. 
The  proposal  for  reduction  comes  with¬ 
in  the  requirements  of  keeping  our  ex¬ 
penditures  in  line  with  the  Federal 
budget.  The  ACP  allocation  has  been 
assembled  in  the  attempt  to  remain  with¬ 
in  this  position  and  at  the  same  time  it 
contains  sufficient  funds  to  allow  con¬ 
servation  to  do  the  things  that  must  be 
done  in  a  well-rounded  conservation 
effort. 

I  can  fully  appreciate  that  in  some 
areas,  maybe  in  New  England,  where 
there  are  small  farmers,  you  hear  these 
remarks:  “This  is  the  only  chance  we  get 
to  participate  in  the  farm  program.” 
But,  this,  to  my  mind,  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  make  it  right.  The  fact  that  as 
long  as  it  is  there,  you  will  hear  it  said, 
“I  want  to  get  in  for  some,  too.” 

For  my  part,  Federal  expenditures  for 
ACP  practices  which  could  be  reduced 
without  material  effect  upon  the  overall 
conservation  accomplishments  are  about 
eight  items,  which  add  up  to  roughtly 
$100  milliori.  These  would  include  lime 
for  farmers’  land  to  the  tune  of  $29.8 
million.  To  supply  phosphates  to  farm 
lands,  $4.5  million.  To  establish  rota¬ 
tion  cover  crops,  $12  million.  These 
cover  crops  are  later  plowed  under  to 
contribute  to  more  surpluses  in  corn,  soy¬ 
beans,  and  other  grains.  To  establish 
wells  for  livestock,  $4  million.  For  farm¬ 
ers’  ponds,  $13  million.  For  open  ditches, 
drainage,  $3.8  million.  For  closed  drain¬ 
age  ditches,  $8  million.  Expenditures  for 
cover  crops  of  a  seasonal  nature  largely 
to  supply  winter  grazing  in  the  South  and 
Southwest,  $25.7  million.  And,  when  we 
add  them  all  up  it  comes  to  about  $100 
million,  which,  to  my  mind,  could  very 
well  be  cut  away  from  these  ACP  pay¬ 
ments.  As  I  understand,  in  years  gone 
by,  before  I  was  a  Member  of  this  body, 
there  have  been  movements  to  cut  it, 
and  invariably  it  goes  right  up  to  the 
$250  million  or  a  quarter  of  a  billion 
dollar  figure.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  scratch 
my  head  sometimes  when  I  hear  some¬ 
one  say,  “I  have  been  around  here  20 
years,  and  we  tried  to  agree  informally 
that  we  would  increase  this  or  that  $5 
million.”  I  say  to  myself,  “I  have  not 
been  around  here  for  20  years;  this  was 
no  agreement  on  my  part  informally  or 
formally.”  And,  I  say  as  a  new  Member 
may  be  in  time  I  too  will  fall  by  the  way- 
side,  but  I  am  going  to  hold  out  for  my 
point  of  view  for  a  good  long  time  to 
come.  Granted,  there  are  going  to  be 
arguments  to  the  contrary  further  on  in 
this  debate,  but  I  reiterate  these  are  steps 
that  the  farmers  would  largely  do  with¬ 
out  any  assistance  from  ACP  and  would 
be  compelled  to  do  in  order  to  farm. 
There  is  no  reason  for  the  public  to  de¬ 
fray  part  of  the  farmers’  usual  recurring 
costs 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  has  been  a  very  val¬ 
uable  member  of  this  committee,  and  I 
hold  him  in  the  highest  regard.  The 
committee  tried  to  do  its  best  to  educate 
him,  although  I  find  that  we  have  not 
fully  succeeded.  But,  he  is  a  wonderful 
fellow.  There  is  an  answer  to  this,  which 
in  due  time  will  come. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  program  is  no 
worse  than  the  foreign  giveaway  pro¬ 
gram,  which  was  supposed  to  be  liqui¬ 
dated  in  1951,  is  it? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  feelings  about  the  foreign  aid 
program,  but  likewise  that  does  not  justi¬ 
fy  that  we  can  make  the  same  kind  of 
extravagant  expenditure  here  at  home, 
although  admittedly  it  does  more  good  at 
home  than  abroad. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  TabekI. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  in 
my  pocket  the  daily  Treasury  statement. 
It  shows  approximately  $65  billion  re¬ 
ceipts  so  far  this  fiscal  year,  just  about 
the  same  figure  that  we  had  about  a  year 
ago.  The  estimates  for  the  rest  of  the 
fiscal  year  are  a  little  better.  But,  on 
the  other  side  of  the  fence,  the  expendi¬ 
tures  have  gone  up  from  $71  billion  to 
$80  billion,  or  $9  billion.  The  total  defi¬ 
cit  at  this  moment  is  practically  $15  bil¬ 
lion.  I  am  only  giving  rough  figures.  I 
will  not  attempt  to  go  into  the  details 
in  this  few  minutes. 

Now  we  are  up  against  a  situation 
where  it  does  not  make  any  difference 
what  it  is,  we  must  begin  to  reduce  our 
Federal  expenditures,  or  we  have  to  in¬ 
crease  taxes,  or  else  we  are  going  to  reach 
a  point  where  we  will  blow  up  and  have 
wild  inflation.  I  do  not  want  to  see  that 
sort  of  thing  happen. 

I  am  glad  that  this  committee  has  not 
increased  the  bill  any  more  than  it  has. 
But  when  you  come  to  consider  the  whole 
thing,  instead  of  a  reduction  there  is  an 
increase.  The  reduction  is  only  $100 
billion  in  the  amount  available  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  two 
other  items  in  the  run  of  the  bill,  one  of 
them  on  the  Soil  Bank,  of  $50  million, 
and  another  $50  million  on  another  item. 

It  does  not  make  any  difference 
whether  a  program  is  an  elaborate  pro¬ 
gram  or  a  small  program.  We  have  to 
make  savings  of  dimes  and  pennies. 
Frankly,  I  am  satisfied  that  we  could 
take  a  cut  in  this  bill  of  $150  million 
from  the  amount  that  is  authorized  for 
contracts  under  the  ACP  program.  That 
is  the  budget  estimate.  The  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  covers  all  sorts  of  things.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  mentioned  many 
of  them.  As  I  understand,  there  is  about 
$35  million  that  goes  to  the  limestone 
trust  to  spread  lime  around  all  over.  I 
know  lime  is  a  very  valuable  asset  to  the 
farmer.  At  the  same  time  a  man  in  any 
other  business  has  to  supply  his  own 
things  that  make  up  his  stock  in  trade. 
The  farmer,  I  am  sure — I  know  it  is  true 
in  my  country — is  ready  to  supply  any¬ 
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thing  that  he  needed  along,  that  line 
himself. 

Then  there  is  something  like  $35  to 
$40  million  for  personal  services  for 
35,000  employees  in  this  picture,  scat¬ 
tered  all  over  the  country. 

I  hope  that  when  the  time  comes  this 
House  will  show  a  spirit  of  trying  to  cut 
down  on  things  that  can  be  cut  down.  In 
addition  to  that  we  have  another  big 
program  that  ought  to  be  given  consider¬ 
able  attention.  It  runs  about  $310  mil¬ 
lion  even  after  the  committee  had  cut 
the  figure  by  $50  million.  It  involves  the 
renting  and  the  leasing  of  lands.  They 
call  it  the  conservation  reserve. 

They  have  thrown  out  the  whole  of  the 
acreage  reserve  program  that  was  left. 
There  was  only  $1  million.  But  there  is 
still  $310  million  in  this  conservation  re¬ 
serve.  That  means  the  renting  of  land. 

The  further  we  go  the  worse  the  sur¬ 
pluses  pile  up.  If  we  were  stopping  them 
by  the  kind  of  programs  that  we  have, 
that  would  be  one  thing.  But  we  are  not 
stopping  them.  They  are  getting  worse 
and  worse  and  worse  all  the  time.  I  am 
sure  the  farmer  does  not  want  it  that 
way.  This  idea  of  providing  funds  for  all 
sorts  of  programs,  some  to  build  up  pro¬ 
duction,  such  as  the  ACP,  and  others  to 
cut  down  production,  is  a  proposition  of 
working  both  ends  against  the  middle. 
And  you  can  never  do  that  sort  of  thing 
without  getting  into  trouble.  It  is  not 
that  people  are  not  anxious  to  help  the 
farmer,  but  the  farmer,  himself,  in  my 
opinion,  does  not  want  to  have  this  sort 
of  thing  go  on  any  longer. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  ReussI. 

(Mr.  REUSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  some 
years  the  conservationists  of  this  coun¬ 
try — from  the  great  national  conserva¬ 
tion  organizations,  the  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federation,  the  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute  and  the  Izaak  Walton 
League  down  to  the  individual  hunter 
and  outdoors  lover  and  bird  watcher — 
have  been  disturbed  about  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  otherwise  excellent  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  to  wetlands 
drainage,  particularly  in  the  so-called 
prairie  pothole  areas  of  the  Dakotas  and 
Minnesota.  They  have  been  disturbed 
because  whereas  10  years  ago  there  were 
1,350,000  potholes,  there  are  today  less 
than  a  million  of  these  areas,  in  which 
almost  all  the  ducks  bred  in  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States  first  see  the  light  of 
day.  The  farm  drainage  problem  be¬ 
comes  more  acute  in  the  light  of  the  law 
that  was  passed  last  summer  by  the 
Congress,  Public  Law  85-585,  which  sets 
up  an  accelerated  program  whereby  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  is  now  hap¬ 
pily  engaged  in  buying  and  leasing  large 
areas  of  wetlands  in  order  to  protect  the 
waterfowl  supply  of  the  North  American 
continent. 

I  brought  this  problem  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  I  want  to  express  my  gratitude  right 
now  to  the  subcommittee  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit- 
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ten],  and  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Marshall]  and  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Boyle]  and  to 
certain  Members  who  are  not  on  the 
committee  such  as  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]  for  their 
help  in  trying  to  work  out  this  problem. 
While  I  have  asked  them  to  consider 
an  absolute  prohibition  on  further  sub¬ 
sidized  farm  drainage  in  the  prarie  pot¬ 
hole  area,  and  while  in  their  report,  they 
indicated  that  in  their  opinion  this  abso¬ 
lute  prohibition  was  not  sound,  the  re¬ 
port,  on  page  18,  nevertheless  contains 
an  extremely  significant  sentence,  that 
the  committee  requests  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  fully  in  pro- 
tectipg  these  lands  for  wildlife  refuges. 
I  want  to  congratulate  the  committee  for 
the  fine  way  in  which  it  has  faced  up  to 
this  problem  and  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  whether  my  un¬ 
derstanding  is  correct  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  envisages  this  full  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
which  latter  is  directly  charged  with  the 
acquisition  and  supervision  of  wildlife 
refuges,  both  at  Washington  and  the  lo¬ 
cal  level,  and  that  the  committee  would 
expect  a  report  from  the  respective  de¬ 
partments  on  the  progress  of  such  co¬ 
operation.  Is  my  understanding  about 
that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  we  do  so  expect.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  the  members  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  are  very  much  interested  in 
protecting  the  areas  in  which  this  wild¬ 
life  originates  for  the  good  of  the  whole 
country.  We  have,  in  our  dealings  with 
the  Department,  urged  in  every  way  that 
we  felt  we  could  to  cooperate  fully  in 
preserving  these  sites  and  we  did  that 
quite  seriously.  After  advising  with  the 
gentleman,  knowing  of  his  interest  as 
well  as  the  interest  of  many  others,  we  do 
expect  to  follow  it  and  ask  them  to  report 
to  us  as  to  their  progress  in  this  re¬ 
gard. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I 
might  say  it  makes  it  easy  for  me,  a  city 
Congressman,  to  support  this  portion  of 
the  appropriation  bill.  I  would  ask  one 
further  question  of  the  gentleman,  calling 
his  attention  to  page  12,  line  20  through 
line  25,  of  H.R.  7175.  That  section  re¬ 
lates  to  eligibility  requirements  for  exist¬ 
ing  practices,  and  asks  that  they  be  not 
changed.  Is  my  understanding  correct 
that  under  this  proviso  the  county  ACP 
committees  would  not  be  expected  to  ap¬ 
prove  practices  inconsistent  with  the  ob¬ 
servations  on  page  18  of  the  report  which 
I  just  read,  namely,  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  shall  cooperate  fully 
in  protecting  these  lands  for  wildlife 
•  refuges? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  have  to 
_  answer  the  gentleman  by  saying -that, 
by  oiir  statement  here,  we  do  not  mean  to 
repeal  any  provisions  of  the  law  nor  do 
we  mean  to  impose  a  restriction  on  any 
particular  area.  These  provisions  that 
the  gentleman  has  mentioned  were  put  in 
because  2  years  ago  efforts  were  made 
throughout  the  country  to  eliminate  cer¬ 
tain  practices  which  had  been  approved. 
I  would  like  to  say  on  the  point  that  the 


gentleman  makes,  we  would  again  call  on 
the  Department  to  fully  cooperate  to  the 
fullest  possible  extent  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  Certainly  there  is 
no  intention  here  to  force  the  use  of  any 
practices  that  can  be  kept  in  the  national 
catalog. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  bill  now  before  us 
and  particularly  the  section  relating  to 
funds  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program. 

I  am  especially  pleased  with  the  state¬ 
ment  in  the  report  of  the  committee  in¬ 
dicating  the  committee’s  awareness  of 
the  need  to  protect  our  wildlife  while 
carrying  on  a  worthwhile  drainage  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Reuss]  that  it  is  perfectly 
possible  to  carry  on  a  good  farm  man¬ 
agement  program  without  jeopardizing 
wildlife  resources.  As  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  stated  in  its  report  to  the 
committee : 

Good  farming  and  Improved  wildlife  re¬ 
sources  can  exist  side  by  side. 

I  feel  sure  that  the  language  of  the 
committee  report  on  pages  17  and  18  will 
provide  the  kind  of  intelligent  direction 
that  is  needed  to  insure  legitimate  farm 
drainage  programs  without  jeopardizing 
our  prairie  pothole  waterfowl  breeding 
areas. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  relation  to  what  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Reuss] 
has  been  speaking  about,  I  might  say 
there  is  certainly  no  commitment  in  the 
report  whatsoever  or  any  prohibition  in 
the  report  whatsoever  as  to  the  county 
committees  making  whatever  determin¬ 
ation  they  might  see  fit  to  make  relative 
to  this  matter.  In  other  words,  the  word 
“cooperation”  as  used  in  the  report,  to 
my  way  of  thinking,  does  not  go  so  far 
as  to  tell  the  county  committees  anything 
at  all.  It  does  not  tell  anybody  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  take  any 
definite  action  other  than  to  continue  to 
cooperate  in  this  field  of  wildlife  conser¬ 
vation  in  the  future  as  they  have  in  the 
past.  I  certainly  stand  on  that  opinion 
relative  to  what  is  in  this  report. 

I  would  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman  that,  as  he  knows,  we  dis¬ 
cussed  this  amendment  very  fully  in  the 
full  Committee  on  Appropriations.  It 
was  defeated  26  to  1,  and  I  hope  it  will 
lie  buried  for  a  few  years. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  do  not  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  has  said  any¬ 
thing  inconsistent  with  the  statement 
made  on  that  provision  appearing  on 
page  12  of  H.R.  7175  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten].  Has 
he? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  As  far 
as  I  am  concerned  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  the  state¬ 
ment  in  the  report  is  in  no  way  to  be 
construed  as  instructions  to  any  county 
committee  in  my  area  that  they  can  or 
cannot  avail  themselves  of  practices  as 
set  forth  in  the  catalog  issued  by  the 


various  State  committees.  Certainly  the 
language  does  ask  the  Department  to 
cooperate  in  every  way  possible.  The 
Department  today  is  cooperating;  it  is 
cooperating  through  the  watershed  pro¬ 
gram.  Before  any  watershed  in  my  dis¬ 
trict — which  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  attacks  very  severely — is  finally 
approved,  it  is  discussed  with  the  fish 
and  wildlife  people.  The  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin, 
by  the  way,  would  prohibit  15  of  my  19 
counties  from  taking  advantage  of  this 
particular  program.  Certainly  I  cannot 
agree  that  the  county  committees  in  any 
way  shall  be  bound  by  any  language 
which  is  in  the  report.  It  has  not  gone 
down  to  that  level,  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman/  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
full  committee  went  on  record  against 
this  amendment  as  it  was  offered? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  TABER.  Because  it  would  impose 
upon  the  people  of  one  group  and  one 
territory  obligations  not  applicable  to  all, 
and  we  do  not  believe  in  doing  business 
that  way. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  The 
gentleman  is  absolutely  correct.  Only 
the  sponsor  of  the  amendment  voted  for 
the  amendment  in  the  full  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

I  would  like  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
I  have  never  seen  or  heard  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  so  directly  pointed  at  one 
area  of  the  country.  Why?  It  is  class 
legislation.  I  think  if  it  ever  reached 
the  floor  of  the  House  any  parliamen¬ 
tarian  would  have  to  rule  it  out  on  the 
point  of  order  that  it  is  class  legislation. 

I  may  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Reuss]  ,  as  I  have  said  before, 
I  am  willing  to  get  together  with  him 
and  see  if  we  cannot  assure  as  much  co¬ 
operation  as  possible  between  our  water¬ 
shed  protection  programs  and  the  con¬ 
servation  programs.  But  I  want  to  be 
sure  today  that  we  do'  not  pick  out  one 
single  little  area  of  the  country  and  make 
it  conform  to  a  program  to  which  other 
areas  do  not  have  to  conform. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Cer¬ 
tainly  I  yield. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Andersen]  in  any  way  withdraws  him¬ 
self  or  disassociates  himself  from  the 
statement  in  the  committee  report  that 
the  committee  requests  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  fully  in  pro¬ 
tecting  these  lands  for  wildlife  refuges. 
I  do  not  understand  that  there  is  any 
intent  to  disassociate  himself  from  that 
statement;  is  there? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Except 
that  instead  of  the  world  “fully”  I  would 
prefer  the  phrase  “as  far  as  possible,” 
because  I  am  very  close  to  these  pro¬ 
grams  and  I  believe  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  going  as  far  as  necessary 
in  its  effort  to  be  cooperative.  I  only 
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wish  the  fish  and  wildlife  people  were 
equally  cooperative. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Did  the  gentleman  at¬ 
tempt  to  change  the  language  in  the 
committee? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  As 
the  gentleman  well  knows,  the  wording 
of  any  report  is  largely  the  wording  of 
the  chairman;  and  that  is  as  it  should 
be;  but  I  want  to  say  that  when  I  read 
the  report  I  had  reservations  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  word  “fully.”  However,  for 
the  sake  of  not  beclouding  the  issue  and 
in  an  effort  to  avoid  any  serious  dis¬ 
agreement  I  did  not  press  the  point. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  say  I 
do  not  think  there  is  any  real  difficulty 
here.  In  the  first  place  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  has  agreed  tcPwithdraw 
his  amendment  on  the  assurance  of  my¬ 
self  and  other  members  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  we  agree  with  the  objective 
of  his  conservation  effort,  which  is  the 
conservation  of  wildlife,  and  that  we  are 
as  interested  in  it  as  he  is.  As  was 
pointed  out,  however,  his  amendment 
would  prohibit  one  part  of  the  United 
States  from  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  Department,  however,  in¬ 
sisted  that  they  were  protecting  this 
wildlife.  So  language  was  included  in 
the  report  calling  on  the  Department  to 
cooperate  fully  in  line  with  existing 
law — it  cannot  go  outside  of  existing  law. 
We  recognize  the  fact  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  is  interested  in  an 
end  result;  we  are  interested  in  the  same 
end  result,  that  is  protecting  the  source 
of  this  wildlife.  Under  the  law  we  asked 
them  to  go  ahead  on  it.  Everybody  says 
they  are  for  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

(Mr.  METCALF  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Whitten)  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  compliment  the  committee  for  taking 
a  close  look  at  the  fire  ant  control  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  Southern  States.  I  am  not 
surprised  that  the  committee  received  a 
great  volume  of  complaints  about  this 
program'  because  it  has  been  inflicting 
real  damage  to  the  wildlife  resources  of 
the  area,  and,  in  some  instances,  to  do¬ 
mestic  livestock  as  well.  This  damage 
has  been  carefully  documented  by  quali¬ 
fied  research  scientists  of  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  of  Alabama  Poly¬ 
technic  Institute  and  of  the  official  wild¬ 
life  agencies  in  the  affected  States. 
There  is  ample  reason  for  alarm  con¬ 
cerning  the  residual  and  long-term  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  poisonous  chemicals  being 
used  to  blanket  the  land  in  the  so-called 
“eradication”  program  which  even  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  officials  now 
admit  cannot  achieve  complete  eradica¬ 
tion  of  the  nuisance  fire  ant. 

I  was  pleased  to  see  the  committee’s 
request,  in  the  final  paragraph  of  page 
11  of  its  report,  that  USDA  officials  “re¬ 
view  this  matter  so  as  to  eliminate  as 
far  as  possible  any  harmful  effects  of 


this  program.”  In  its  next  sentence,  the' 
committee  stated: 

In  particular,  further  study  should  he 
given  to  the  aerial  application  of  insecti¬ 
cides  to  make  certain  that  only  granular 
poison  is  used. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
granular  forms  of  chlorinated  hydrocar¬ 
bons  have  been  used  to  date  in  the  fire 
ant  program  and  these  granular  forms 
have  resulted  in  serious  destruction  of 
wildlife  resources.  The  use  of  granular 
poison  is  no  safeguard.  The  record  is 
clear  on  this.  The  only  commonsense 
safeguard  at  this  stage  of  the  program, 
Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  to  discontinue 
the  widespread  application  of  such  poi¬ 
sons  by  aerial  broadcast  until  research 
has  been  completed  to  show  the  effects 
on  other  forms  of  life  and  until  alternate 
methods  of  control  and  other  kinds  of 
insecticides  can  be  thoroughly  investi¬ 
gated. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Missouri  [Mrs.  Sullivan]. 

AGRICULTURE  ITEMS  IMPORTANT  TO  CITIES 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  courtesy  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman  in  making  this  time 
available  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  no  farms 
within  the  city  limits  of  St.  Louis,  but 
this  bill  is  vitally  important  not  only 
to  my  city  but  to  every  city  and  town 
in  the  country.  The  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  has  done  a  good  job  in 
pointing  out  in  the  report  on  this  bill 
that  only  a  small  part  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
are  for  programs  of  a  strictly  rural 
or  agricultural  nature. 

NEED  FOR  FOOD  STAMP  PLAN 

Every  school  child  in  the  country  has 
a  stake  in  this  bill,  but  I  should  per¬ 
haps  make  clear  the  word  is  not  spelled 
s-t-e-a-k,  in  view  of  the  controversy 
over  failure  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  purchase  beef  for  the  school 
lunch  program  during  the  past  year, 
even  though  it  had  funds  available  for 
this  purpose. 

Mr.  Benson  submitted,  a  prepared 
statement  to  the  subcommittee  full  of 
self-serving  claims  on  the  surplus  dis¬ 
posal  program,  but  all  of  us  who  come 
from  areas  where  the  surplus  disposal 
program  is  in  operation  know  full  well 
it  is  not  a  good  program  but  is  a  dump¬ 
ing  program  and  a  disgrace  when  we 
take  into  account  the  kind  of  program 
we  could  be  operating  under  a  food  stamp 
plan. 

Mr.  Benson  has  all  the  authority  he 
needs  to  institute  a  food  stamp  plan  for 
the  distribution  of  surplus  foods  to  the 
needy  through  the  regular  stores.  He 
is  against  any  such  program  and  has  re¬ 
fused  to  put  one  into  effect.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  the  duty  of  Congress  to  require  that 
it  be  done.  Last  year,  a  majority  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  voted  for  my 
bill  to  require  the  institution  of  a  food 
stamp  plan.  We  are  going  to  have  to 
go  all  through  that  again  in  this  Con¬ 
gress — and  this  time  I  hope  we  finally 
prevail.  I  am  sure  every  municipal  offi¬ 
cial  charged  with  distributing  the  food 
on  the  local  level  would  disagree  with 


Mr.  Benson’s  claim  that  the  present 
method  is  the  only  practical  way  to  dis¬ 
tribute  the  food. 

MEAT^AND  POULTRY  INSPECTION 

In  connection  with  the  statements  in 
the  committee  report  on  meat  and  poul¬ 
try  inspection,  I  should  like  to  say  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Nation’s  consumers  that 
while  these  programs  admittedly  cost 
money,  and  will  probably  cost  more  in 
the  years  ahead  as  more  plants  come  in 
under  poultry  inspection,  the  money  we 
spend  to  assure  the  wholesomeness  of 
meat  and  poultry  is  a  necessary  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Government. 

I  do  not  want  to  see  this  bill  go  through 
today  without  a  voice  being  raised  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  consumer  on  these  two  items 
of  meat  and  poultry  inspection.  Other¬ 
wise,  the  Department  is  likely  to  take  the 
criticisms  in  the  committee  report  as  re¬ 
flecting  the  news  of  the  House,  and  I  do 
not  think  that  would  be  a  proper  conclu¬ 
sion. 

Let  there  be  a  review  of  the  work  of 
the  meat  inspection  branch  and  the 
poultry  inspection  branch,  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  suggests.  I  am  sure  econ¬ 
omies  can  be  effected  and  policies  and 
programs  improved.  But  I  do  not  at  all 
agree  that  there  is  no  need  to  inspect 
products  containing  meat  or  poultry  just 
because  the  meat  or  poultry  which  went 
into  those  products  was  inspected  at  the 
time  of  slaughter.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  Department  making  the  report  the 
committee  requests,  but  I  think  the  De¬ 
partment  should  know  in  connection 
with  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
appropriations  that  the  House  is  not  de¬ 
manding  a  weakening  of  meat  and  poul¬ 
try  inspection,  and  is  not  voting  today 
for  less  emphasis  on  quality  control  in 
meat  inspection,  as  the  committee  re¬ 
port  implies. 

In  poultry  inspection,  I  think  proce¬ 
dures  are  less  than  adequate  to  begin 
with,  so  any  weakening  of  this  program 
would  be  a  grave  mistake. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

So  much  for  criticisms,  if  they  can  be 
called  that,  of  the  subcommittee  han¬ 
dling  this  bill.  I  congratulate  Chairman 
Whitten  and  others  on  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  particularly  Representative  Santan- 
gelo,  for  digging  into  the  school  lunch 
issue  and  demonstrating  the  lack  of  good 
faith  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  the  use  of  funds  for  the  school  lunch 
program  in  this  current  fiscal  year,  plus 
the  amazing  suggestion  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  that  the  appropriation  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  be  cut  next  year  below  current 
levels. 

I  am  more  than  happy  to  go  along  with 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  for 
the  appropriation  of  the  same  amount 
of  $110  million  as  was  appropriated  last 
year,  rather  than  the  $100  million  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  President’s  budget. 

USE  OF  SECTION  32  FUNDS 

The  $110  million  included  in  this  bill, 
plus  the  transfer  of  an  additional  $43,- 
657,248  of  section  32  funds,  should  pro¬ 
vide  a  much  better  program  in  the  com¬ 
ing  year  than  the  one  we  have  had  this 
year.  Even  though  the  Congress  last 
year  permitted  the  transfer  of  $35  mil- 
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lion  of  section  32  funds  to  augment 
school  lunch  funds,  the  record  shows  the 
Department  did  not  use  all  of  it,  and 
used  very  little  of  it,  in  fact,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  the  Congress  had  in  mind. 

I  have  an  excellent  letter  on  that  from 
the  director  of  the  school  lunch  section 
of  the  Missouri  State  Department  of  Ed¬ 
ucation,  Mr.  Earl  M.  Langkop,  which 
explains  what  happened  in  Missouri  and 
throughout  the  country,  and  I  want  to 
include  it  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks. 

Mr.  Langkop,  incidentally,  testified  be¬ 
fore  the  subcommittee  in  March  as  leg¬ 
islative  chairman  of  the  American  School 
Pood  Service  Association,  representing  all 
of  the  schools  and  school  lunch  programs. 
I  urge  the  Members  to  read  his  testi¬ 
mony  beginning  at  page  2825  of  part  IV 
of  the  hearings.  His  letter  to  me,  which 
I  am  inserting  below,  was  directed  pri¬ 
marily  to  the  situation  in  Missouri.  It 
points  up  the  peculiar  developments  in 
the  program  this  year  and  the  reason  why 
Congress  must  very  clearly  earmark  the 
use  of  section  32  funds  if  they  are  to  be 
used  for  the  purpose  intended. 

HIGH  LEVEL  OP  UNEMPLOYMENT  EXHAUSTS 
FUNDS 

This  year  the  situation  has  been  most 
serious  because  of  the  high  level  of  un¬ 
employment,  and  thus  the  increasing 
number  of  youngsters  unable  to  pay  their 
proportionate  share  of  daily  lunch  costs. 
Missouri  matched  Federal  payments  7- 
to-1  instead  of  the  customary  3-to-l  ratio 
provided  for  in  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  and  even  so,  the  funds  have 
not  been  adequate.  This  is  an  excellent 
report,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  know  that 
anyone  reading  it  cannot  help  but  be  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  needs  of  the  school  lunch 
program  and  the  apathy  of  the  Federal 
officials  administering  it  at  the  top  level. 
How  could  they  possibly  have  the  heart  to 
recommend  that  Congress  cut  the  pro¬ 
gram  below  last  year’s  level?  I  just  can¬ 
not  understand  that. 

SITUATION  IN  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Langkop’s  letter  on  the  situation  in 
Missouri  is  as  follows: 

State  Department  op  Education, 

Division  of  Public  Schools, 
Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  March  17,  1959. 
Hon.  Leonor  K.  Sullivan, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Third  District  of  Missouri, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Sullivan:  As  State  director  of 
the  school  lunch  program,  I  feel  that  It  Is 
my  duty  and  responsibility  to  the  school 
children  in  Missouri  to  keep  our  National 
Representatives  informed  on  matters  deal¬ 
ing  with  Federal  legislation,  particularly 
with  reference  to  the  National  School  Lunch 
Program. 

During  each  of  the  past  several  years  it 
has  been  my  unpleasant  task  to  report  to 
School  Administrators  about  this  time  of 
the  year  that  Federal  funds  appropriated 
for  the  School  Lunch  Program  are  again  in¬ 
adequate  to  provide  continuing  reimburse¬ 
ment  throughout  the'  school  year,  even 
though  our  reimbursement  rate  has  been 
reduced  to  4  cents.  At  the  time  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  was  passed,  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  were  appropriated  at  the  na¬ 
tional  level  to  permit  reimbursement  at  the 
rate  of  9  cents  for  all  type  A  lunches  served 
in  Missouri.  Program  expansion,  over  the 


years,  on  a  nationwide  basis  has  increased 
by  225.7  percent.  During  this  same  period, 
however.  Federal  Appropriations  have  in¬ 
creased  by  only  23.5  percent.  This  accounts 
for  the  main  reason  we  have  had  to  reduce 
our  reimbursement  to  4  cents  for  type 
A  lunches  and  discontinue  completely  re¬ 
imbursement  for  type  B  and  type  C  lunches. 
Even  with  our  reimbursement  decreased  to 
4  cents  during  this  school  year,  we  now  find 
ourselves  in  a  position  where  our  available 
funds  for  type  A  lunches  to  be  served  this 
year  will  be  less  than  4  cents. 

We  are  deeply  grateful  for  your  personal 
interest  in  connection  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  last  year  and  for  the  action  taken  by 
our  National  Representatives  nationwide  in 
authorizing  an  appropriation  in  excess  of 
the  amount  recommended  by  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  We  were  also  very 
much  encouraged  by  the  Congressional 
transfer  of  section  32  funds,  which  we  felt 
would  assist  in  narrowing  the  gap  between 
increasing  enrollments  and  participation 
and  Federal  appropriations  for  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program.  We  were  of  the 
opinion  at  that  time  that  this  additional 
help  would  permit  us  to  at  least  continue 
our  limited  reimbursement  throughout  the 
1958-59  school  year. 

We  now  find  that  a  further  increase  in 
participation  has  completely  absorbed  the 
additional  funds  appropriated,  and  we  are 
in  the  same  financial  position  as  we  were  a 
years  ago.  Our  schools  in  Missouri  have 
been  notified  that,  due  to  increased  enroll¬ 
ments  and  a  further  participation  gain,  our 
allocation  of  Federal  funds  will  become  ex¬ 
hausted  with  the  payment  of  April  claims. 

It  is  difficult  for  us  to  believe  that  the  Con¬ 
gress,  in  passing  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  intended  that  such  a  situation  should 
develop.  Section  2  of  the  act  sets  forth  the 
very  laudable  purposes  for  which  Federal  aid 
was  to  be  provided,  and  the  wording  in  this 
section  certainly  implies  that  expansion  of 
the  program  was  desired.  Section  3  of  the 
act  authorizes  the  Congress  to  appropriate 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  the  act.  Section  7  estab¬ 
lishes  the  basis  upon  which  the  States  and 
local  districts  were  to  match  the  Federal 
funds  as  the  program  expanded.  We  feel 
that  this  section  very  definitely  carries  the 
Implication  that  It  was  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  necesasry  Federal  funds  would 
be  provided  as  the  program  expanded,  so 
long  as  the  State  and  local  communities  car¬ 
ried  their  full  share  in  matching  the  Federal 
contribution.  There  can  be  no  question  that 
the  States  have  met  this  responsibility.  In 
fact,  in  our  own  State  last  year  these  contri¬ 
butions  reached  the  point  of  matching  the 
Federal  dollar  on  the  basis  of  7  to  1, 
even  though  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
required  matching  of  only  3  to  1. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
access  to  participation  figures  on  a  monthly 
basis  from  all  States  and  is  well  acquainted 
with  the  tremendous  expansion  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  In  view  of  this  situation,  it  is  very 
difficult  for  us  to  understand  why  this  agency 
has  on  two  occasions  seen  fit  to  recommend 
a  reduction  in  the  national  school  lunch  ap¬ 
propriation.  We  have  the  third  such  ex¬ 
ample  of  Federal  apathy  this  year.  In  each 
instance,  in  the  past,  departmental  officials 
in  appearing  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees,  have  maintained  that  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  funds  would  be  offset  through  in¬ 
creased  allocations  of  surplus  commodities. 
We  have  always  maintained,  and  I  believe  the 
records  will  bear  us  out,  that  surplus  com¬ 
modities  and  such  promises  represent  a  most 
undependable  source  of  aid  for  the  schools 
in  planning  their  budgets.  The  commodity 
program,  over  the  years,  has  been  one  of 
feast  or  famine.  Those  who  maintain  that 
surplus  foods  have  offset  the  reduced  cash 
assistance  are  either  woefully  misinformed 
as  to  the  workings  of  the  price  support  pro¬ 
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gram,  or  they  are  deliberately  trying  to  mis¬ 
lead  the  public  and  Congress  with  respect  to 
school  lunch  assistance. 

,  You  will  recall  the  drastic  reduction  in 
surplus  commodities  last  year  which  created 
a  tremendous  additional  financial  burden 
for  the  schools.  This  reduction  in  surplus 
foods  came  at  a  time  when  unemployment 
rolls  were  at  a  peak  and  the  demand  for  free 
lunches  was  heavy.  Our  schools  have  not 
recovered  from  the  financial  losses  sustained 
last  year,  and  unemployment  in  many  sec¬ 
tions  of  our  State  is  still  a  problem,  along 
with  the  accompanying  increased  requests 
for  free  lunches.  Our  welfare  department 
now  has  a  heavier  caseload  of  unemployed 
persons  receiving  commodities  than  a  year 
ago. 

The  Congress  acted  last  year  to  assist  pro¬ 
gram  sponsors  by  transferring  $35  million 
from  section  32  funds  to  be  used  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  purchase  additional 
foods  needed  to  replace  the  losses  resulting 
from  lack  of  action  by  the  Federal  agency  on 
price  support  operations  during  the  1957-58 
school  year.  During  hearings  on  the  appro¬ 
priation  the  committees  were  very  critical 
of  USDA  because  of  this  lack  of  action  for 
aiding  both  agriculture  and  the  school  lunch 
program. 

We  have  had  some  help  from  this  transfer 
of  section  32  funds  during  the  present  school 
year,  and  certainly,  without  this  transfer  we 
would  have  been  in  serious  financial  trouble. 
Outside  of  the  mandatory  support  items  of 
dairy  products  and  cereals,  the  only  surplus 
foods  offered  by  the  Department  during  this 
school  year  have  been  a  very  meager  offering 
of  fresh  cabbage  and  peanut  butter.  Neither 
of  these  items  were  offered  in  sufficient  quan¬ 
tity  to  permit  statewide  distribution  to  our 
schools.  This  leads  us  to  believe  that  the 
Department  has,  through  discretionary  au¬ 
thority,  successfully  circumvented  the  intent 
of  Congress  on  the  transfer  of  section  32 
funds  by  merely  using  them  to  carry  out 
normal  section  32  operations.  We  say  this 
because  each  of  the  Items  purchased  with 
the  transferred  funds  this  year  have,  in  the 
past,  been  offered  under  the  regular  section 
32  program.  We  now  have  a  further  indica¬ 
tion  of  such  action  through  the  current 
purchases  of  large  quantities  of  dried  eggs 
during  the  heavy  production  period  and  the 
fact  that  offerings  of  this  product,  coming  so 
late  in  the  school  year,  cannot  possibly  ben¬ 
efit  the  schools  in  this  year’s  program. 

As  of  March  1,  approximately  $6  million  of 
the  $35  million  transferred  remains  unused. 
This  situation  exists  at  a  time  when  school 
lunch  programs  nationwide  are  experiencing 
extreme  financial  difficulty.  In  Missouri,  60 
percent  of  our  programs  are  operating  at  a 
deficit.  The  deficits  are  even  greater  in  some 
of  our  other  States.  For  example:  95  per¬ 
cent  of  the  programs  in  Montana  are  pres¬ 
ently  operating  at  a  deficit.  Other  States 
are  in  a  similar  position — California,  85  per¬ 
cent;  Washington,  75  percent;  Oklahoma  and 
Wisconsin,  70  percent;  New  Mexico,  50  per¬ 
cent;  Wyoming,  48  percent;  Michigan,  40  per¬ 
cent;  and  so  forth.  Requests  for  free  lunches 
for  needy  children  are  increasing.  In  fact, 
Michigan  reports  that  in  the  city  of  Detroit 
two  lunch  programs  had  to  be  closed  due  to 
financial  difficulties  when  free  lunch  servings 
totaled  80  percent.  Many  of  the  States  have 
reported  that  because  of  increased  participa¬ 
tion  this  year.  Federal  funds  available  for  re¬ 
imbursement  to  the  schools  will  amount  to 
less  than  4  cents. 

It  is  rather  difficult  for  us-  to  explain  to 
local  school  administrators  why  our  reirri- 
bursement  rate  under  the  national  school 
lunch  program  for  the  serving  of  complete 
type  A  lunches,  which  must  include  a  half¬ 
pint  serving  of  milk,  has  reached  a  point 
where  it  is  less  than  the  reimbursement 
available  under  another  Federal  program  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  USDA  for  the  serving  of  a 
half  pint  of  milk  only. 
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All  of  our  major  agricultural  groups  in 
Missouri,  the  Missouri  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  Missouri  Farmers  Association,  and  the 
American  Dairy  Association,  are  fully  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  contribution  this  program 
is  making  to  our  agricultural  economy  and 
are  on  record  as  favoring  an  expanded  school 
lunch  program,  which  at  the  present  repre¬ 
sents  a  $25  million  industry  in  our  State. 
We  think  this  is  evidence  that  the  agricul¬ 
tural  aspects  of  the  program  are  being  carrier 
out  in  Missouri. 

In  order  to  restore  the  level  of  cash  assist¬ 
ance  alone  that  was  available  when  the  na¬ 
tional  act  was  passed  would  require  a  cur¬ 
rent  appropriation  of  $171  million.  This 
does  not  even  take  into  consideration  the 
greatly  decreased  purchasing  power  of  the 
1959  dollar. 

Unless  more  interest  is  demonstrated  by 
the  USD  A  in  budget  recommendations  for  the 
national  school  lunch  program,  it  is  obvious 
to  many  of  us  that  this  program  will  begin 
to  disintegrate,  and  many  schools  will  revert 
back  to  the  candy  and  coke  lunches  which 
we  have  tried  diligently  during  the  past  11 
years  to  replace  with  nutritiously  adequate 
lunches  for  all  children.  This  situation  is 
beginning  to  develop,  and  we  are  hopeful 
that  you  will  lend  your  help  in  assisting  us 
to  head  oil  this  situation  before  it  gets  out 
of  hand. 

In  behalf  of  the  schoolchildren  in  Missouri 
and  nationwide,  we  sincerely  urge  your  sup¬ 
port  of  an  appropriation  of  $130  million  for 
the  national  school  lunch  program  for  fiscal 
year  1960  and  the  transfer  of  $45  million  of 
dormant  section  32  funds  to  the  national 
school  lunch  program.  We  are' firmly  con¬ 
vinced  that  this  is  the  minimum  amount 
that  will  be  needed  next  year  if  the  national 
school  lunch  program  is  to  avoid  disaster. 
In  the  transfer  of  the  section  32  funds,  we 
urge  that  legislation  be  developed  to  effect 
a  cash  transfer  of  $45  million  from  section  32 
under  the  same  plan  that  was  used  in  the 
complete  financing  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  2  or  3  years  immediately 
preceding  passage  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  In  this  way  the  funds  could  be 
distributed  to  the  States  along  with  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  appropriation.  We  are 
convinced  that  the  schools  of  this  Nation 
can  and  will  do  a  better  job  in  accomplishing 
the  intent  of  section  32  than  has  been 
demonstrated  by  the  Federal  agency  in  the 
use  of  the  $35  million  transferred  to  the 
program  during  this  school  year. 

In  conclusion,  let  us  say  that  the  States 
and  local  communities  are  more  than  dou¬ 
bling  the  matching  requirements  set  forth  in 
section  7  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
We  are  sincerely  hopeful  that  our  Federal 
Government  will  see  fit  to  assume  its  fair 
share  of  the  responsibility  for  financing  this 
program  as  it  continues  to  expand  and  in 
line  with  the  very  clear  intention  implied  in 
the  wording  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act. 

Your  continued  interest  and  cooperation 
In  the  sound  financing  in  this  program  is 
deeply  appreciated  by  all  of  us  who  are  so 
closely  associated  with  the  administration 
and  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program  in 
the  States. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Earl  M.  Langkop, 
Director,  School  Lunch  Section, 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks. ) 

(Mr.  GUBSER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Andersen  of  Minnesota)  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  GUBSER  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 


(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Andersen  of  Minnesota)  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  SCHWENGEL  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  McINTIRE  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Andersen  of  Minnesota)  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Soil  Dank  Act  was  enacted  in  1956  with 
bipartisan  support.  The  conservation 
reserve,  as  administered  in  1959,  has 
demonstrated  that  a  voluntary  land  re¬ 
tirement  program  will  be  used  by  farm¬ 
ers  and  that  the  program  can  succeed  in 
bringing  about  an  adjustment  in  produc¬ 
tion.  At  the  same  time,  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  has  been  responsible  for 
some  exceedingly  valuable  conservation 
gains.  However,  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  cannot  fully  succeed  as  a  produc¬ 
tion  adjustment  program  until  approxi¬ 
mately  30  million  acres  are  placed  in  the 
reserve.  There  are  also  many  millions  of 
acres  of  land  in  America  in  need  of  the 
conservation  treatment  provided  by  the 
Soil  Bank  Conservation  Reserve. 

To  date,  the  program  has  established  a 
remarkable  record  of  conservation  ac¬ 
complishment.  A  total  of  23  million 
acres  have  been  placed  under  contract. 
Of  this,  6  million  acres  were  placed  in  the 
reserve  in  1957,  4  million  acres  in  1958, 
and  13  million  acres  in  1959.  On  the  10 
million  acres  placed  in  the  reserve  in 
1957  and  1958,  the  practice  establish¬ 
ment  has  been  essentially  completed.  A 
total  of  about  8'/2  million  acres  are  es¬ 
tablished  in  grass  cover,  1  million  acres 
have  been  planted  to  trees,  and  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  one-half  million  acres  is  estab¬ 
lished  in  water  conservation  projects, 
wildlife  cover,  or  remains  to  be  estab¬ 
lished.  In  this  connection,  a  major  ac¬ 
complishment  of  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  has  been  the  establishment  of  per¬ 
manent  grass  cover  on  over  3  million 
acres  in  the  Dust  Bowl  area  of  the 
Southwest,  where  wind  erosion  has  been 
a  serious  problem  since  the  days  of 
World  War  I. 

Of  the  13  million  acres  placed  in  the 
reserve  in  1959,  about  3  million  acres 
were  already  established  in  satisfactory 
cover.  Complete  figures  are  not  yet 
available,  but  on  the  basis  of  a  prelim¬ 
inary  estimate  projected  at  the  .  same 
rate,  it  appears  that  farmers  have  desig¬ 
nated  about  8.5  million  for  planting  to 
grass,  700,000  acres  for  planting  to  trees, 
150,000  acres  for  establishment  in  wild¬ 
life  cover  and  the  balance  in  temporary 
cover,  water  impoundment,  and  so 
forth. 

While  the  soil,  water,  and  forest  con¬ 
servation  aspects  of  the  program  are  im¬ 
pressive,  the  Soil  Bank  Act  provides  also 
for  wildlife  conservation  measures. 
Here  the  program  accomplishments  are 
equally  impressive.  Best  of  all,  the 
benefits  to  wildlife  are  of  a  kind  which 
accrue  to  the  general  public,  urban  as 
well  as  farm.  Since  one  in  every  three 
family  units  in  the  United  States  has  a 
member  who  hunts  or  fishes,  it  can  be 
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seen  that  this  contribution  has  wide¬ 
spread  benefit. 

There  has  been  a  marked  increase 
beginning  in  1957  in  wildlife  populations 
throughout  every  region  in  the  United 
States  where  participation  in  the  soil 
bank  has  been  substantial.  Quail  have 
increased  in  the  Western  States  of  Ne¬ 
braska,  Kansas,  Arkansas,  Texas,  and 
Colorado;  rabbits  in  the  Eastern  States 
where  they  are  a  popular  sport  species; 
quail  in  the  Southeastern  States  of 
Georgia,  Carolina,  and  Virginia.  The 
States  of  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota, 
Nebraska,  Minnesota,  and  Iowa,  and  the 
Northwestern  States  of  Washington  and 
Oregon  have  boasted  the  most  spectacu¬ 
lar  increase  in  pheasants.  Improved 
pheasant  hunting  in  Ohio  and  Michigan 
is  also  being  credited  to  the  soil  bank  by 
sportsmen  in  these  States.  To  illustrate 
the  magnitude  of  this  increase,  the  total 
take  of  pheasants  by  hunters  in  South 
Dakota  has  risen  from  about  1,250,000 
birds  in  1957  to  2,500,000  birds  in  1958. 

This  wildlife  increase  has  come  from 
the  improved  cover  for  wildlife  that  has 
been  developed  on  the  10  million  acres  in 
the  conservation  reserve  through  1958. 
Additional  benefits  can  be  expected  -to 
come  from  the  13  million  acres  added  in 
1959. 

The  State  game  and  fish  agencies  and 
the  sportsmen  who  support  these  State 
agencies  are  enthusiastic  about  the  wild¬ 
life  benefits  of  the  program.  The  State 
agencies  have  become  so  impressed  with 
the  value  to  wildlife  that  they  have  been 
increasing  their  contribution  of  State  li¬ 
cense  money  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the 
wildlife  phase  of  the  program.  In  1957 
State  agencies  put  little  money  into  the 
program,  while  by  this  year  they  have 
been  contributing  well  over  a  quarter  of  a 
million  dollars  into  technical  assistance 
and  additional  cost-sharing  payments. 
This  has  paid  off  handsomely  in  addi¬ 
tional  acres  being  developed  specifically 
for  fish  and  wildlife.  The  following 
table  shows  the  acreage  of  wildlife  prac¬ 
tice  development  for  the  3  years  of  the 
program : 


1957 

1958 

‘  1959 

Wildlife  cover _ acres.. 

7,700 

24, 502 

120,  446 

M  arsb  development _ do _ 

Fish  pond  construction 

1,781 

2,063 

6,899 

number.. 

531 

518 

1,410 

1  Preliminary. 


In  the  face  of  this  record  of  conserva¬ 
tion  accomplishment,  those  interested  in 
wise  use  of  our  natural  resources  cannot 
understand  the  justification  for  actions 
by  the  committee  which  all  but  wreck 
the  conservation  reserve.  Before  and 
during  the  time  the  original  Soil  Bank 
Act  was  being  debated,  estimates  were 
made  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  place 
as  much  as  60  million  acres  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  in  order  to  bring  about 
the  needed  adjustment  in  production. 
Conservation  treatment  of  the  land  as 
is  being  carried  out  under  the  program 
is  needed  on  well  over  twice  this  many 
acres.  To  stop  short  of  this  goal  is  not 
only  unwise — from  the  conservation 
viewpoint — but  it  also  probably  means 
that  the  funds  so  far  spent  on  the  pro- 
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duction  adjustment  phase  of  the  program 
have  been  wasted.  It  Is  only  when 
enough  land  has  been  brought  into  the 
reserve  to  actually  achieve  balance  be¬ 
tween  production  and  consumption  that 
any  of  the  funds  justified  by  the  produc¬ 
tion  adjustment  phase  of  the  program 
will  have  been  worthwhile.  To  cut  the 
program  to  $325  million  at  this  stage — 
only  enough  to  contract  for  about  2.3 
million  acres,  and  far  below  the  ultimate 
goal — is  to  completely  negate  any  possi¬ 
bility  of  the  program’s  succeeding  as  a 
production  control  measure. 

The  committee  has  commendably  rec¬ 
ognized  the  conservation  benefits  of  the 
conservation  reserve,  but  suggests  that 
these  could  be  obtained  through  other 
programs — specifically  through  ACP. 
While  there  is  no  question  that  the  ACP 
has  a  creditable  record  of  conservation 
accomplishment,  it  is  not  possible  under 
the  existing  legal  framework  for  ACP  to 
assist  in  programs  which  are  of  direct 
benefit  to  wildlife.  The  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  has  al¬ 
ways,  in  fact,  been  interpreted  as  ex¬ 
pressly  prohibiting  expenditures  of  ACP 
funds  for  anything  except  soil  and  water 
conservation  measures.  It  is  doubtful 
that  conservationists  would  agree  with 
the  committee  that  the  conservation  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  conservation  reserve  can 
be  achieved  through  the  ACP  program 
in  view  of  their  support  of  a  measure 
which  has  as  its  purpose  the  saving  of 
waterfowl  habitat  being  systematically 
destroyed  by  the  programs  authorized  by 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Al¬ 
lotment  Act. 

In  summary,  then,  it  can  be  stated 
that  the  conservation  reserve  program 
has  a  successful  administrative  record, 
and  that  it  has  made  headway  in  reduc¬ 
ing  acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of 
surplus  crops.  It  has  made  an  impressive 
record  in  establishing  measures  to  con¬ 
serve  water,  soil,  forests,  and  wildlife, 
and  it  unquestionably  deserves  the  con¬ 
tinued  support  of  Congress  with  sufficient 
appropriations  to  achieve  the  objectives 
of  the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  with  all  issues,  there 
are  two  sides;  however,  it  is  my  con¬ 
sidered  belief  that  of  all  our  production 
adjustment  programs  the  conservation 
reserve  program  gets  directly  at  the 
problem. 

I  sincerely  believe  that  the  request 
made  by  the  President  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  as  reflected  in  the 
budget,  was  a  sound  one.  The  cut  made 
by  the  committee  will  virtually  serve  to 
terminate  this  program. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  balance  of  the 
time  on  this  side  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen],  our  concluding 
speaker.  '' 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
Members  of  this  House  know,  I  have 
felt  it  my  duty  all  during  my  21  years  in 
Congress  to  support  every  appropriation 
bill  brought  to  this  floor  by  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Appropri¬ 
ations,  because  I  have  complete  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  integrity,  honesty,  and 
ability  of  the  members  of  that  commit¬ 
tee,  who  sit  for  months  in  hearings,  and 
who  have  a  most  difficult  problem  at  best 


with  which  to  cope.  I  feel  they  have 
been  right  most  of  the  time,  possibly  99 
percent  of  the  time.  Hence,  as  I  have 
just  said,  I  have  supported  their  recom¬ 
mendations,  because  I  felt  their  requests 
were -justified.  I  have  voted  for  every 
dime  requested  in  those  appropriation 
bills  for  agriculture  during  all  those 
years — which  includes  funds  for  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  for  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration. 

I  did  that  knowing  full  well  that  the 
sums  of  money  therein  requested  were 
enormous,  but  also  knowing  that  all 
wealth  springs  from  Mother  Earth  and 
that  our  entire  economy  is  dependent 
on  the  prosperity  of  our  farmers.  About 
75  percent  of  our  new  wealth  is  grown 
out  of  the  ground;  about  15  percent  is 
pumped  or  mined  out  of  the  bowels  of 
the  earth,  and  the  other  10  percent  is 
fished  out  of  the  sea  and  the  waters  of 
this  Nation.  On  those  raw  products 
everybody  in  America  works,  in  some 
phase  of  growing,  transporting,  process¬ 
ing,  manufacturing,  and  marketing  raw 
materials.  Now  because  of  the  fact  that 
we  have  a  bountiful  supply  of  raw  prod¬ 
ucts  on  which  everybody  can  be  em¬ 
ployed  is  the  reason  why  today  we  have 
less  than  6  percent  of  the  American 
people  unemployed,  a  smaller  percentage 
than  has  been  unemployed  in  the  past 
50  years.  Some  people  used  to  feel  it 
was  healthy  to  our  economy  to  have  a  lot 
of  people  unemployed.  A  few  months 
before  the  Korean  war  Mr.  Truman  said, 
“We  have  5  million  people  unemployed, 
and  that  is  a  healthy  situation.”  But 
now  Mr.  Truman  acts  greatly  concerned 
over  the  fact  that  we  have  less  than  4 
million  people  unemployed.  Of  course, 
all  of  us  would  like  to  see  everybody  em¬ 
ployed,  but  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact 
that  we  have  sufficient  quantities  of 
raw  products  available  today  many  more 
people  would  be  unemployed,  as  I  have 
explained. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  facts  are,  however, 
that  we  can  appropriate,  we  can  legis¬ 
late  until  doomsday;  we  can  amend,  we 
can  patch  this  present  farm  program 
until  doomsday,  and  when  we  get  all 
through  we  will  be  in  about  the  same 
predicament  we  are  today.  We  have  a 
surplus  piled  up  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  of  around  $8  billion  on 
which  we  are  paying  storage  of  about 
$1  billion  a  year.  This  is,  naturally,  de¬ 
pressing  farm  prices,  which  worries  most 
of  us,  but  we  hear  little  said  about  the 
$50  billion  or  more  worth  of  obsolete 
military  equipment  we  have  piled  up,  and 
paying  storage,  in  this  country  and  all 
over  the  world.  But,  that  is  no  excuse 
for  having  $8  billion  worth  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  piled  up  in  storage. 

Now,  in  my  studied  opinion,  there  is 
only  one  good  solution,  as  you  have  heard 
me  say  on  the  floor  of  this  House  many 
times  during  the  last  several  years,  and 
that  is  to  do  at  this  late  date  what  we 
should  have  done  25  years  ago  when  we 
converted  from  horse  and  mule  power 
to  motive  power.  Before  the  advent  of 
the  iron  horse,  trucks,  tractors,  and  au¬ 
tomobiles,  and  so  forth,  our  horses  used 
to  eat  the  production  of  43  million  acres 
of  our  land.  Is  it  any  wonder  we  have 
a  great  surplus  of  feed  piled  up?  We 


have  now  over  3  billion  bushels  of  grain 
piled  up  in  storage  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  As  you  know,  Senator  Mundt  and 
I  have  introduced  a  bill  every  year  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  three  sessions  of  Congress 
which  provides  that  all  motor  fuels 
should  contain  5  percent  grain  alcohol 
processed  from  surplus  grains.  If  that 
bill  were  made  law,  over  800  million  bush¬ 
els  of  grain  would  be  converted  annu¬ 
ally  into  power  alcohol.  The  residue 
from  that  grain  would  be  worth  40  per¬ 
cent  in  feed  value.  Forty  percent  of 
800  million  is  320  million,  leaving  about 
500  million  bushels  net  reduction  in  our 
great  surplus  of  3  billion  bushels  of  grain 
now  in  storage. 

We  are  told  that  a  safe  ever-normal 
granary  requires  that  we  should  always 
have  in  storage  around  500  million  bush¬ 
els  of  corn  and  500  million  bushels  of 
wheat,  as  a  safe  supply  in  case  of  poor 
crops  and  in  the  event  of  war.  It  is 
plain  to  see  that  in  a  veiy  few  years 
after  the  law  went  into  effect  which 
Senator  Mundt  and  I  propose  our  de¬ 
pressing  costly  grain  surpluses  would  be 
brought  down  to  the  ever-normal  gran¬ 
ary  needs. 

Time  will  not  permit  me  at  this  time 
to  explain  our  bill  in  full,  but  I  will  be 
glad  to  send  all  interested  parties  a  copy 
of  my  recent  speech  on  the  subject  which 
does  explain  our  bill  in  detail. 

You  may  ask  why  does  Congress  not 
pass  the  bill.  You  will  have  the  answer 
after  reading  that  speech. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  not  want  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  go  by  without  recalling  also, 
besides  the  bill  to  which  the  gentleman 
refers  to  utilize  surplus  grain  to  make 
grain  alcohol,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa, 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  were  forerunners 
in  the  House,  and  I  believe  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  in  offering  ideas  relative  to  water¬ 
sheds  and  conservation  as  a  whole,  as  we 
see  in  this  particular  appropriation  bill; 
and  I  want  to  compliment  him  for  having 
that  foresight  5  years  before  the  rest  of 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  that  statement  and 
want  to  say  that  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Andersen]  had  a  great 
deal  to  do  with  the  law  which  established 
watersheds  in  America,  and  our  wonder¬ 
ful  soil  conservation  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  notice  in 
section  401  on  page  29  of  the  bill,  an 
appropriation  provided  for  425  passenger 
motor  vehicles.  I  notice  in  other  parts  of 
the  bill  special  provision  relating  to  cot¬ 
ton  producers,  producers  of  apples  and 
other  commodities.  I  wondered,  in  light 
of  the  unemployment  situation  in  all  of 
the  producing  centers  if  the  Chairman 
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knows  whether  these  automobiles  would 
be  American-produced  automobiles? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  checked  the 
matter,  although  I  felt  certain  of  the 
answer.  These  automobiles  for  the  va¬ 
rious  departments  are  pm-chased  under  a 
common  plan  by  the  General  Services 
Administration.  In  our  own  bill  we  re¬ 
quire  that  these  automobiles  be  6  years 
old  or  have  been  run  at  least  65,000  miles. 
So  there  is  that  protection  so  far  as  the 
number  of  cars  is  concerned. 

I  would  not  oppose  an  amendment  re¬ 
quiring  that  we  use  American  cars,  but 
I  think  it  is  not  necessary  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  procedure.  These  cars  are  Ameri¬ 
can  cars.  They  are  bought  on  bid.  I 
would  be  opposed  to  inserting  a'  provi¬ 
sion  in  this  bill  alone  for  that  purpose. 
In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  necessary  at 
the  present  time.  Even  if  there  were  to 
be  such  a  prohibition,  it  should  apply  to 
the  entire  Government  and  not  just  to 
this  particular  Department.  However, 
at  the  present  time,  there  appears  to  be 
no  reason  to  require  it  by  law  since  they 
are  not  doing  it  anyway. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  VANIK.  On  page  19,  line  16,  after 
the  word  “contract”  there  is  language 
about  the  fair'  rental  value  to  be  based 
on  the  actual  production  diverted  each 
year.  This  has  to  do  with  the  conser¬ 
vation  section.  This  is  extraordinary 
to  me,  because  ordinarily  we  pay  reason¬ 
able  market  value  for  these  things. 
Would  it  not  be  more  equitable  to  say 
“based  upon  its  reasonable  market  value 
as  agricultural  land?” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
tried  that  last  year.  This  program  was 
proposed  in  the  hope  of  cutting  down 
production.  Our  investigation  showed 
that  the  payments  were  made  on  what 
the  land  might  have  grown,  not  on  what 
it  had  grown.  What  we  are  trying  to 
get  here  is  actual  production  in  the  past 
that  has  been  taken  out  of  production. 

Mr.  VANIK.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  concur  in  the  efforts  the 
committee  is  making  to  get  to  the  bottom 
of  this  problem.  I  feel,  if  it  is  based  on 
actual  production  diverted  each  year 
that  the  rental  value  can  go  upward  as 
the  expected  production  of  the  land  can 
go  upward.  If  we  base  it  on  the  reason¬ 
able  market  value  of  the  land  we  are 
basing  it  on  something  that  is  under¬ 
stood. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  last  year  I  felt  just 
as  he  does  now.  We  tried  it  last  year 
and  it  did  not  work.  We  had  language 
last  year  that  it  could  not  exceed  one- 
fifth  of  the  value  of  the  land.  We  find 
this  year  that  estimated  values  of  land 
have  skyrocketed.  Some  people  have 
rented  land  that  was  not  even  farm 
land  and  paid  for  it  on  the  basis  of  what 
it  might  have  made. 

Now  we  say  that  it  shall  be  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  that  it  did  make,  in  the  past, 
not  what  it  may  have  made.  The  land 
has  got  to  be  reasonably  priced  on  the 
production  that  was  taken  out.  I 
worked  in  this  field  for  many  years.  It 


seems  as  though  every  thing  we  have 
tried  has  not  worked.  This  is  our  latest 
effort. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall],  a  member  of  the  subcommittee^ 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
are  troubled  days  for  American  agricul¬ 
ture  and  no  one  knows  it  better  than  our 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Hour  after 
hour,  day  after  day,  during  our  hearings, 
we  deal  intimately  with  the  great  and 
small  problems  that  in  some  way  affect 
every  farm  family  as  well  as  the  overall 
policies  of  the  greatest  food-producing 
Nation  in  the  world. 

The  sheer  complexity  of  the  problem 
and  the  many-sided  policies  which  bear 
upon  it  demand  constant  and  diligent  at¬ 
tention.  There  are  always  tensions  when 
men  work  hard  at  seeking  answers  to 
hard  questions.  I  say,  however,  that  this 
is  a  rewarding  experience  when  we  are 
privileged  to  work  with  sincere  and  con¬ 
scientious  men.  The  task  is  made  easier 
and  the  ordeal  more  tolerable  because  of 
the  personal  high  regard  and  friendliness 
we  share  for  each  other. 

HARD-WORKING  SUBCOMMITTEE 

Our  able  chairman,  Jamie  Whitten,  is 
always  considerate  and  courteous.  My 
colleague  from  Kentucky,  William  Nat- 
cher,  is  a  gentleman  in  the  finest  sense 
of  that  word.  I  have  learned  to  appreci¬ 
ate  the  efforts  of  our  friend  from  New 
York,  Alfred  Santangelo,  who  brings 
with  him  a  genuine  interest  in  the  future 
of  agriculture  and  a  broad  understanding 
of  consumer  problems. 

On  the  Republican  side  of  our  subcom¬ 
mittee,  my  longtime  friend,  Carl  Ander¬ 
sen,  has  always  been  a  capable  and  vocal 
spokesman  for  his  constituents.  Walt 
Horan  knows  firsthand  the  agriculture  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  and  is  interested  in 
all  phases  of  agriculture.  This  year, 
Robert  Michel  joined  us  and  has  shown 
himself  a  valuable  member  who  under¬ 
stands  and  can  discuss  farm  problems  in 
knowledgeable  terms. 

All  of  these  men,  Mr.  Chairman,  are 
dedicated  public  servants  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  not  only  in  agriculture  but  in  the 
welfare  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

We  have  worked  long  and  hard  on  the 
bill  before  you.  While  we  have  had  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion  about  some  of  the 
amounts  included  in  the  bill,  we  bring 
you  the  best  bill  possible  in  our  judgment 
and  ask  your  earnest  consideration. 

BILL  HAS  THREE  GOALS 

Every  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
necessarily  deals  with  three  important 
phases,  all  of  which  are  essential  to  our 
national  growth.  They  are  conservation 
of  our  resources,  food,  and  clothing  for 
our  people,  and  an  adequate  income  for 
the  families  which  produce  it. 

We  are  enjoying  a  remarkable  degree 
of  success  in  attaining  the  first  two  of 
these  goals.  Anyone  who  is  familiar  with 
the  agricultural  situation  today  must 
concede  that  we  have  failed  at  the  third. 
In  fairness,  however,  we  must  imme¬ 
diately  say  that  one  of  the  reasons  for 
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this  failure  has  been  the  tragic  disin¬ 
terest  in  the  financial  well-being  of 
farmers  and  the  lack  of  information 
about  farm  programs  on  the  part  of 
some  people.  The  absence  of  construc¬ 
tive  leadership  on  the  part  of  top  officials 
is  a  principal  contributing  factor. 

REMARKABLE  SUCCESS  IN  CONSERVATION 

In  recent  years,  we  made  reasonable 
progress  in  maintaining  conservation 
programs  and  conservation  work  which 
were  given  their  starts  nearly  a  quarter 
century  ago.  This  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  with  the  ready  cooperation  of 
farm  families  who  know  that  they  are 
merely  stewards  of  the  rich  resources 
upon  which  our  whole  future  depends. 
I  think  we  can  safely  say  that  in  few 
other  nations  of  the  world  have  those 
who  worked  the  soil  shown  such  a  gen¬ 
uine  awareness  of  the  great  responsi¬ 
bility  that  is  theirs  in  looking  beyond 
today.  This  is  a  story  that  is  not  often 
told  when  the  propagandists  seek  to  por¬ 
tray  the  American  farmer  as  a  leech  on 
the  Public  Treasury.  Yet,  it  is  probably 
one  of  the  finest  examples  of  Christian 
responsibility  and  humanitarian  concern 
for  the  welfare  of  unborn  generations. 

Research  programs  which  are  essential 
to  agricultural  growth  and  which  are 
part  of  agricultural  growth  are  being 
carried  forward.  Farmers  have  been 
going  through  an  explosive  period  of 
change.  It  is  still  going  on.  Some  idea 
of  the  range  of  this  change  can  be  gained 
from  the  studies  of  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

MORE  PRODUCTION,  LESS  ACREAGE 

These  studies  indicate  that  in  the 
period  from  the  middle  thirties  to  1956, 
farm  production  has  increased  as  much 
as  if  141  million  acres  of  cropland  had 
been  added  to  farms.  The  acreage  ac¬ 
tually  harvested  in  1956  was  smaller  than 
in  the  1935  to  1939  period. 

The  same  studies  indicate  that  to  meet 
the  additional  food  requirements  of  our 
growing  population,  we  will  need  the 
equivalent  of  another  170  to  180  million 
acres  in  the  next  16  years.  All  of  these 
extra  acres  will  have  to  come  through 
conservation,  through  better  use  of 
present  knowledge  or  through  additional 
knowledge  gained  from  research  because 
the  prospect  is  for  a  contraction  of  crop¬ 
land  in  the  next  decade  rather  than  ex¬ 
pansion  of  it. 

WILL  NEED  DOUBLE  PRODUCTION 

Even  more  expressive  of  the  demands 
to  be  made  upon  agriculture  in  the  future 
is  an  excellent  speech  delivered  by  Dr. 
Byron  T.  Shaw,  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service,  in  Phila¬ 
delphia  recently.  It  is  worthwhile  to 
quote  briefly  from  his  remarks: 

We’re  all  aware  of  the  present  rapid  In¬ 
crease  in  our  population  and  the  predictions 
that  this  trend  will  continue.  The  Census 
Bureau  estimates  that  by  the  year  2010  we 
may  have  370  million  people,  more  than  twice 
the  population  we  have  today. 

This  means  that  just  to  maintain  our 
present  diet  levels,  we  will  require  twice  as 
much  food  and  other  farm  products  as  we’re 
consuming  today.  New  knowledge  of  nutri¬ 
tional  requirements,  especially  for  older  and 
younger  age  groups,  is  emphasizing  the  need 
for  more  protective  foods — those  high  in 
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protein,  vitamins,  and  minerals.  Meat,  milk 
and  eggs,  and  fruits  and  vegetables  provide 
these  requirements,  but  they’re  also  foods 
with  high  production  and  processing  costs. 
To  make  our  people  50  years  from  now  as 
well  fed  as  they  should  be,  farmers  will  have 
to  a i  least  double  their  present  crop  output 
and  more  than  double  present  production  of 
livestock. 

At  the  same  time,  the  amount  of  farmland 
available  is  not  likely  to  be  increased  much 
beyond  the  acreage  farmers  are  using  today. 
Some  new  land  can  be  brought  into  produc¬ 
tion  by  various  methods.  But,  as  our  popu¬ 
lation  increases,  considerable  present  farm¬ 
land  will  go  into  urban  and  other  nonfarm 
uses.  Trends  also  indicate  that  our  farms 
will  continue  to  increase  in  size  and  decrease 
in  numbers,  and  that  additional  farm 
workers  will  seek  part — or  full — time  em¬ 
ployment  in  towns  and  cities. 

In  other  words,  by  the  time  a  child 
born  today  becomes  a  grandparent,  our 
needs  will  more  than  double.  To  the  con¬ 
sumer,  the  importance  of  maintaining  a 
healthy  agriculture  will  become  more  and 
more  evident  as  the  years  roll  along.  To 
the  consumer  there  is  safety  in  numbers. 
A  few  too  many  farmers  may  seem  better 
than  too  few.  A  little  too  much  produc¬ 
tion  may  seem  better  than  not  quite 
enough. 

ASSEMBLY-LINE  FARMING  NO  ANSWER 

To  the  millions  in  our  growing  cities, 
it  might  seem  that  the  worst  that  could 
happen  would  be  for  the  family  on  the 
farm  to  be  supplanted  by  the  corporation 
with  its  assembly  line  production  geared 
to  provide  the  market  with  what  it  will 
take  at  a  predetermined  most  profitable 
price.  People  who  accept  that  philoso¬ 
phy  will,  in  my  estimation,  be  due  for  a 
rude  awakening. 

In  none  of  the  Department’s  studies, 
nor  in  Dr.  Shaw’s  speech,  is  there  the 
slightest  suggestion  that  farmers  will 
not  be  able  to  supply  all  consumer  needs. 
In  our  immediate  time,  the  chief  ques¬ 
tion  is  how  to  deal  with  the  problem  of 
plenty  rather  than  the  catastrophe  of 
scarcity. 

The  evidence  of  recent  years  shows 
that  almost  everyone  but  the  farmer  has 
gained  from  agriculture.  This  has  oc¬ 
curred  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  produc¬ 
tion  last  year  climbed  to  a  peak  un¬ 
dreamed  of  even  10  years  ago.  Con¬ 
sumers  have  gained  in  two  ways — directly 
through  food  distribution  programs  or 
indirectly  through  an  abundance  which 
has  helped  to  keep  living  costs  down. 

FUNDS  FOR  CONSUMER  DISTRIBUTION 

In  the  fiscal  year  just  closing,  more 
than  $400  million  of  the  Department’s 
budget  went  for  consumer  distribution 
programs  of  one  kind  or  another,  meat 
inspection,  and  other  research  work  or 
service  of  most  direct  benefit  to  con¬ 
sumers. 

Foods  were  distributed  last  year  to 
nearly  20  million  persons  through  school 
lunch,  school  milk,  and  other  related  pro¬ 
grams.  In  the  first  half  of  this  year,  the 
number  is  exceeding  20  million.  Here 
are  the  figures: 
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Consumer  group 

1958 

1st  half 
1959 

13, 600, 000 
1, 400, 000 
4, 665, 000 

14,100,000 
1,400,000 
5,  230,000 

Total . . . 

19,  665, 000 

20,  730, 000 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  Appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1960,  pt.  4,  p.  2573. 


RETAIL  COST  UP;  FARM  VALUE  DOWN 

Last  year,  the  retail  cost  of  food  in  the 
market  basket  bulged  upward,  then  came 
down.  The  farm  value  of  the  food  de¬ 
clined.  The  spread  between  value  to  the 
farmer  and  cost  to  the  consumer  wid¬ 
ened.  The  farmer’s  share  of  the  food 
dollar  dropped  to  39  cents. 

Here  is  the  month  by  month  story  of 
what  happened: 


Chart  2 


Year  and  month 

Retail 

cost 

Farm 

value 

Spread 

Farmer 

share 

1958— January _ 

$1, 042 

$422 

$620 

Percent 

40 

February _ 

1,049 

430 

619 

41 

March _ 

1,075 

456 

619 

42 

April . . 

1,  085 

452 

633 

42 

May _ 

1,  085 

447 

638 

41 

June _ 

1,084 

434 

650 

40 

July _ 

1,080 

425 

655 

39 

August _ 

1,065 

416 

649 

39 

September _ 

1,060 

419 

641 

40 

October _ 

1,053 

410 

643 

39 

November _ 

1,049 

407 

642 

39 

December _ 

1,042 

400 

642 

38 

1959 — January _ 

1,048 

408 

640 

39 

February _ 

1,  042 

404 

638 

39 

Source:  Hearings,  Department  of  Agriculture  Appro¬ 
priations  bill,  1960,  pt.  3,  p.  1329.  figure  for  January- 
revised. 


CONSUMER  GOODS  UP;  FOOD  DOWN 

All  groups  of  consumer  prices  have  in¬ 
creased  during  the  past  12  months  ex¬ 
cept  food.  The  chief  reason  for  this  is 
that  farmers  have  had  to  take  less.  Be¬ 
cause  food  has  not  increased  in  cost  as 
fast  as  other  consumer  goods,  the  farmer 
has  helped  to  keep  processor  profits  up 
and  consumer  prices  stable.  In  effect, 
by  taking  less  himself,  the  farmer  is  help¬ 
ing  to  pay  both  the  dividends  and  the 
grocery  bill. 

Following  is  a  monthly  comparison  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  on  food  and 
on  all  other  items: 

Chart  3 

Consumer  prices — Low  cost  of  food  is  keeping 
all  prices  down 


[Index— 1947-49=100] 


Year  and  month 

All  items 

Food 

122.3 

118.2 

122.5 

118.7 

123.3 

120.8 

123.5 

121.6 

M*ay 

123.6 

121.  6 

123.7 

121.6 

July _ 

123.9 

121.7 

123.  7 

120.7 

September _ 

123.7 

120.3 

October _ 

123.  7 

119.7 

November 

123.  9 

119.4 

December 

123.7 

118.7 

1959 — January  . 

123.8 

119.0 

February _ 

123.7 

118.2 

Source:  Economic  Indicators,  April  1959,  prepared  by 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers  for  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee. 


STABILITY  AT  FARMERS’  EXPENSE 

Sylvia  Porter,  the  distinguished  New 
York  business  analyst,  explains  it  in  an¬ 
other  way  in  her  April  29  column  in  the 
Washington  Star.  She  says : 

In  the  past  year  the  overall  level  of 
prices  you  and  I,  as  consumers,  pay  for  goods 
and  services  has  risen  less  than  one-half  of 
1  percent.  Since  last  June  the  rise  has  been 
a  tiny  one-fourth  of  1  percent. 

This  is  remarkable  stability  in  the  general 
price  level.  In  fact,  during  no  previous  period 
on  record  have  consumer  prices  held  so  nar¬ 
row  a  range  as  in  the  past  9  months. 

But  the  explanation  for  this  extraordi¬ 
nary  steadiness  in  the  overall  price  index  is 
just  this:  The  cost  of  a  typical  food  basket 
of  a  supposedly  average  city  family  has 
dipped  perceptibly  since  last  spring. 

Outside  of  food,  the  price  of  most  other 
things  we  must  or  want  to  buy  are  still 
climbing — gradually  but  relentlessly. 

Just  a  few  figures  pound  home  the  point. 
Pood  prices  are  down  a  full  2  Vi  percent  in 
the  past  12  months,  and  clothing  prices  are 
down  another  three-fourths  of  1  percent. 
But  the  cost  of  transportation  has  increased 
4 y2  percent.  The  cost  of  medical  care  has 
jumped  5%  percent.  Housing  personal  care, 
recreation,  other  goods  and  services — all  are 
priced  higher  than  a  year  ago. 

In  short,  food  alone  has  kept  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Price  Index  from  leaping  from  peak  to 
peak  during  this  phase.  If  food  is  lifted  out 
of  a  city  family’s  market  basket,  the  stability 
in  price  disappears. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  consumer 
wants  or  expects  the  farmer  to  help  pay 
his  monthly  bills.  All  he  asks  for  is  an 
ample  supply  of  the  right  foods  at  a  fail- 
price.  There  is  no  reason  that  this  can¬ 
not  be  done  in  a  way  that  will  not 
threaten  the  livelihood  of  the  people  on 
our  5  million  farms. 

AGRICULTURE  IS  BASIC  INDUSTRY 

In  this  bill,  we  are  considering  funds 
for  an  industry  which  provides  approxi¬ 
mately  two-thirds  of  all  the  raw  ma¬ 
terials  used  in  the  United  States.  It 
makes  jobs,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  22 
million  people — a  third  of  the  employed 
workers  in  the  Nation.  It  spends  $40 
million  a  year  with  retail  merchants  and 
industry.  It  represents  nearly  one- 
twelfth  of  the  population  but  yet  re¬ 
ceives  one-thirtieth  of  the  national  in¬ 
come. 

The  base  of  this  industry — the  farm¬ 
er — is  caught  in  a  time  of  trouble  and  a 
time  of  change.  It  is  unfortunate  that 
the  po  licies  adopted  by  this  administra¬ 
tion  have  tended  to  aggravate  the  trouble 
and  to  speed  up  the  change. 

Laws  on  the  books  when  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Benson  came  into  office  pro¬ 
vided  imperfect  but  still  useful  powers 
for  stabilizing  farm  production  and 
prices.  No  real  effort  has  been  made  to 
make  the  most  effective  use  of  these  until 
improved  legislation  could  be  enacted. 
Instead,  the  Secretary  has  gone  about 
tearing  down  still  useful,  though  imper¬ 
fect,  programs  and  laws  and  has  done  his 
best  to  substitute  legislation  which  would 
have  the  opposite  effect  on  stabilization. 

BENSON:  LOWER  PRICES,  MORE  PRODUCTION 

He  has  insisted  upon  lower  and  lower 
price  supports.  He  has  thrown  produc- 
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tion  wide  open  where  this  was  possible. 
Still  he  is  asking  for  more  authority  for 
more  of  the  same.  He  has  not  used  his 
authority  to  export  Commodity  Credit 
stocks  to  the  extent  that  the  law  says  he 
should.  It  is  a  constant  pattern  of  un¬ 
used  or  misused  auhority  while  asking 
always  for  other  authority. 

The  result  has  been  that  farm  produc¬ 
tion  has  risen  faster  than  need.  Farm 
prices  have  come  down  further  than 
necessary.  To  verify  this,  all  we  need  to 
do  is  use  the  Department’s  own  figures 
on  the  production  and  price  index: 

Chart  4 

Farm  production  and  prices 


Year 


Produc¬ 
tion  index 


Price  index 
1910-14=100 


1947-49=100 


1952  . . 

1953  . . 

1954  . . 

1955  . . . 

1956.  . . 

1957.  . . 

1958.  _ _ 

1959  (1st  4  months) 


107 

108 
108 
112 
113 
113 
123 


288 

255 

246 

232 

230 

235 

250 

244 


Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 


COSTS  RISING  FASTER  THAN  INCOME 

The  farmer  is  caught  in  a  situation  in 
which  his  costs  are  rising  faster  than  his 
gross  income  and  net  income  is  being 
squeezed.  Only  a  little  more  than  a 
decade  ago,  production  expenses  equaled 
about  $1  out  of  every  $3  of  income.  Now 
they  represent  $2  out  of  every  $3  the 
farmer  receives.  You  have  to  go  back  to 
the  depression  days  of  the  early  thirties 
to  find  a  similar  situation.  The  farmer 
cannot  indefinitely  accept  higher  costs 
and  lower  income  at  the  same  time. 

Once  again.  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  figures  give  us  a  vivid  picture  of 
what  is  happening : 

Chart  5 


Farm  income — Costs  going  up;  net  going 
down 

[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Year 

Gross 

income 

Production 

expenses 

Realized 
net  income 

1952 . 

$37.0 
35.  2 

$22.6 
21.  3 

$14.4 

13.9 

1953 _ 

1954 . 

33.8 

21.  6 

12.2 

1955 

33.3 

21.8 

11.6 

1956 . 

34.6 

22.  5 

12.1 

1957  ._ 

34.3 

23.6 

10.8 

1958  . . 

37.9 

24.9 

13.0 

1959  (1st  quarter)... 

38.3 

25.6 

12.7 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 


While  farmers  are  surviving  on  less 
and  less  income  and  higher  and  higher 
costs,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
spending  more  and  more  money  with 
fewer  and  fewer  results.  Funds  required 
to  move  stocks  into  consuming  channels 
are  at  an  alltime  high  and  will  neces¬ 
sarily  continue  so  for  some  years  as  a 
result  of  the  policies  of  recent  years. 
Department  of  Agriculture  spending  has 
more  than  doubled  since  Mr.  Benson  took 
office  and  if  current  policies  prevail,  there 
is  no  end  in  sight. 

COSTLY  MALADMINISTRATION 


In  the  Congress,  we  are  faced  with 
choosing  the  lesser  of  two  evils.  We  can 
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grams  which  at  least  give  us  time  to  buy  permit  the  immediate  and  wholesale  de- 
bare  survival  for  the  American  farmer,  struction  of  agriculture  or  we  can  pro- 
No  one  can  deny  the  Secretary’s  sue-  vide  the  funds  for  maladministered  pro¬ 
cess  in  discrediting  the  farm  program  by  American  farmer  in  telling  the  true  story 
administering  it  in  the  most  costly  way  of  farm  program  costs  and  who  benefits 
possible  and  then  deploring  the  cost.  A  from  them.  Experience  in  recent  years, 
few  simple  figures  bear  witness  to  the  however,  convinces  us  that  if  this  story 
tremendous  increase  in  costs  during  the  js  be  [0ld  and  told  accurately,  it  must 
very  time  farmers  have  suffered  most.  be  done  by  those  of  us  who  work  each 
We  want  to  talk  about  these  figures  and  year  with  the  agricultural  appropriation 
what  they  mean  in  greater  detail  but  we  bdb 

need  to  have  them  in  mind  in  compar-  Last  year  only  30  percent  of  the  funds 
ing  the  words  and  deeds  of  those  re-  spen^  went  for  programs  directly  charge- 
sponsible  for  the  administration  of  one  able  to  farmers.  The  balance  of  ex- 
important  department  of  our  Govern-  penditures  were  for  the  benefit  of  the 
ment :  general  public  or  for  someone  other  than 

CHART  O  ,  i  - 

USD  A  spending  (millions)  tne  iarmer. 

Fiscal  year-  The  estimate  of  funds  appropriately 

1953- 54.1 _ $2, 917  charged  to  agriculture  alone  came  to 

1954- 55 _ ZZ— 4’  636  $2.2  billion.  This  is  less  than  the  tax 

1955- 56 -  5, 177  free  income  granted  last  year  to  eorpora- 

iqrvIrh -  a'r7r  tions  in  the  form  of  mineral  depletion 

1958-59  II  7, 341  allowances  for  oil,  gas,  and  other  mining 

operations. 

While  deploring  with  monotonous  „  .  „TC.„AT  „„„„ 

repetition  the  cost  of  farm  programs,  the 

Secretary  and  the  administration  neglect  In  justice  to  the  American  farmer,  I 
to  mention  that  many  of  these  huge  ex-  have  from  time  to  time  attempted  to  keep 
penditures  are  not  directly  chargeable  to  the  record  straight  in  my  remarks 
farmers.  in  the  House.  Since  the  proportionate 

true  story  on  farm  expenditures  amounts  will  be  similar  for  next  year,  it 

Normally  we  would  expect  the  Secre-  'will  be  helpful  to  again  look  at  the  break - 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  speak  for  the  down  for  1959: 

Chart  7 

Estimated  Department  of  Agriculture  1959  fiscal  year  budget  expenditures 


Amount 


Of  the  items  listed 
left  these  are 
appropriately 
chargeable  to 
farmers 


Charged  to  farm  program  for  stabilization  of  farm  prices  and  incomes: 

Price  support,  supply  and  purchase  programs:  This  includes  expenditures  pri¬ 
marily  to  business  totalling  $1,116  million,  but  these  funds  do  not  go  to  farmers 

Public  Law  480,  title  I — exchange  of  farm  commodities  for  foreign  currencies _ 

Public  Law  480 — transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile _ 

Soil  bank — acreage  reserve _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

International  Wheat  Agreement _ 

Wool  program _ 

Food  distrubition _ r _ 

Sugar  program _ 

Marketing  quotas  and  allotments _ _ _ 

Other  (military  housing  $38,300,000,  waterfowl  feed  $35,000,  and  sale  of  stockpile 
cotton  less  $5,100,000  net  income  from  crop  insurance  program) _ 


Charged  to  farm  prices  and  incomes. 
Properly  chargeable _ 


Programs  mainly  for  benefit  of  the  farmer: 

Agricultural  conservation  program  (for  every  dollar  of  Federal  funds  spent  on  this 
program  the  farmer  on  the  average  spends  another  dollar,  providing  double 

benefits  to  conservation  industries  and  to  national  conservation  gains) _ 

Conservation  reserve  program — payments  made  in  exchange  for  removal  of  a  spec¬ 
ified  number  of  acres  from  production  for  a  stated  numberi  of  years,  and  for 

carrying  out  conservation  practices  on  the  land  while  idled _ _ _ 

Other  programs,  all  with  multiple  benefits  and  not  directly  chargeable  to  farmers:  > 

Disaster  relief,  title  II,  Public  Law  480  program _ . _ 

School  lunch  program  (ovor  2,000,000,000  meals  to  11,000,000  children  in  66,000 
schools  during  fiscal  1959;  Federal  contribution  matched  nearly  3  to  1  by  State 

and  local  groups) _ 

School  milk  program _ 

Investment  in  REA  and  FHA  loans  subject  to  repayment- . . . — . 

Long-range  programs  for  the  improvement  of  agricultural  resources,  including 
research,  meat  inspection,  disease  and  pest  control,  education,  market  develop¬ 
ment  and  services,  protection  of  soil  and  water  resources,  and  forest  and  public 
land  management _ 


Total  agricultural  budget _ 

Properly  chargeable  to  farmers. 


Millions 


$3, 118 
> 1, 049 
1 129 
713 
>65 
21 
>150 
68 
40 

>33 


5,386 


7,341 


Millions 


$989 


713 

"21 


68 

40 


1,831 


240 

141 


2,212 


'The  business  expense  items  Include  $41,810,000  for  purchase  of  strategic  materials;  $203,215,000  export  cost; 
$36,841,000  purchase  of  storage  facilities;  $102,368,000  net  interest  expense;  $48,802,000  administrative  expenses,  county 
office  expense,  Federal  Reserve  bank  charges,  etc.;  $683,173,000  storage,  handling,  and  transportation  charges  for 
a  year. 

2  Funds  are  considered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  have  multiple  benefits  and  should  not  be  directly 
chargeable  to  farmers.  These  are  shown  in  a  USDA  tabulation  dated  Jan.  27,  1959. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  hearings  on 
this  bill  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
peared  before  our  subcommittee  three 
times.  In  the  questioning  and  discus¬ 
sion  which  resulted,  Mr.  Benson’s  inten¬ 
tion  as  to  future  farm  legislation  became 
clear.  So  much  so  that  at  the  close  of 
the  hearings  the  Secretary  agreed  to  in¬ 
clude  as  a  part  of  the  record  specific 
recommendations  for  wheat,  peanuts, 
tobacco,  the  conservation  reserve,  and 
Public  Law  480. 

secretary's  wheat  proposals 

The  Secretary  asked  for  wheat  legis¬ 
lation  that  would,  first,  give  him  au¬ 
thority  to  increase  the  national  acreage 
allotment  by  50  percent  for  any  crop  be¬ 
ginning  in  1960,  and  to  remove  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  after 
1962;  and,  second,  give  him  authority  to 
establish  price  supports  at  from  75  per¬ 
cent  to  90  percent  of  the  3 -year  average 
market  price  for  the  1960,  1961,  and  1962 
crops.  After  1962  support  would  be  at 
90  percent  of  the  3-year  average  market 
price. 

He  asked  for  an  increase  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  up  to  35  million  acres 
to  be  used  as  a  crop  control  mechanism. 
He  asked  for  an  extension  of  Public  Law 
480  for  another  year,  with  authority  to 
increase  spending  to  a  total  of  $1.8  bil¬ 
lion. 

What  Secretary  Benson  is  asking  for  is 
wide  open  wheat  production,  a  reduction 
in  wheat  supports,  an  increase  in  wheat 
acreage,  an  increase  in  wheat  output  de¬ 
spite  the  fact  that  we  have  more  than  a 
2 -year  supply  on  hand. 

BENSON  PROPOSALS  IN  HEARINGS 

Questioning  of  the  Secretary  and  his 
associates  brought  out  these  facts: 

First.  Mr.  Benson  thinks  there  would 
not  be  too  much  wheat. 

Second.  When  the  price  got  down  to 
about  $1.50  a  bushel  the  lower  qualities 
would  begin  moving  into  feed  because 
prices  would  become  competitive  with 
other  grains. 

Third.  Mr.  Benson  thinks  200  to  300 
million  bushels  of  additional  wheat 
would  be  used  as  feed  if  prices  were 
lower.  This  much  wheat  would  supply 
the  grain  requirements  for  a  year  for 
11.3  million  milk  cows  averaging  5,200 
pounds  of  milk  a  year,  or  16.8  million 
head  of  hogs  fed  to  225  pounds  each. 

Fourth.  Mr.  Benson  thinks  increased 
wheat  production  would  provide  a  feed 
supply  on  the  west  coast  not  now  avail¬ 
able  without  paying  freight. 

Fifth.  Mr.  Benson  believes  there  needs 
to  be  some  adjustment  out  of  wheat  to 
grass  in  the  Great  Plains  area.  As 
wheat  prices  are  lowered,  the  question¬ 
ing  brought  out,  some  of  the  dry  land  in 
the  Great  Plains  would  be  retired  to 
grass  in  Mr.  Benson’s  opinion. 

Sixth.  Mr.  Benson  is  not  concerned 
about  the  competition  of  additional 
wheat  with  corn. 

Seventh.  Mr.  Benson  has  no  fear  of  a 
further  increase  in  corn  with  average 
weather,  in  spite  of  an  indication  that 
acreage  would  be  up  sharply  this  year. 
He  thinks  corn  legislation  is  good  now, 
except  he  would  like  to  have  the  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  minimum  price  support 
removed  and  60  percent  substituted. 


Eighth.  Mr.  Benson  thinks  legislation 
is  adequate  for  grain  sorghums.  He  and 
his  assistants  are  not  concerned  about  an 
over  supply  of  sorghums. 

Ninth.  As  far  as  feed  grain  legislation 
as  a  whole  is  concerned,  Mr.  Benson 
wants  the  law  left  alone. 

Tenth.  Mr.  Benson  has  had  no  studies 
made  as  to  the  potential  increase  in  pro¬ 
duction  which  might  come  about  as  the 
result  of  his  recommendations. 

Eleventh.  Mr.  Benson  does  not  know 
what  the  budget  needs  of  his  Department 
are  likely  to  be  over  a  period  of  the  next 
5  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  all  a  matter  of 
record  in  the  hearings  of  our  subcommit¬ 
tee.  I  think  it  is  important.  In  making 
his  recommendations,  Mr.  Benson  has 
forgotten  the  axiom  that  is  well  known 
to  all  livestock  producers.  This  is  that 
cheap  feed  always  eventually  leads  to 
cheap  livestock. 

FARM  ECONOMY  CONFIRMS  AXIOM 

This  is  what  is  happening  to  our  farm 
economy  right  now.  One  part  of  the 
livestock  industry — the  poultry  pro¬ 
ducer — is  already  in  trouble.  All  of  us 
are  hoping  that  trouble  can  be  avoided 
later  this  year  and  next  year,  and  the 
next,  in  hogs,  in  dairy  cattle,  and  eventu¬ 
ally  in  beef  cattle. 

Early  this  year  a  feed-livestock  work¬ 
shop  was  held  at  the  Center  for  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  at  Iowa  State  College. 
Economists  from  all  over  the  country 
participated.  The  workshop  was  con¬ 
ducted  to  analyze  “the  cause  and  possi¬ 
ble  solutions  to  the  problems  posed  by 
the  huge  stocks  and  unprecedented  total 
supplies  of  feed  and  other  grains.’* 

IOWA  WORKSHOP  SURVEYS  FUTURE 

The  conclusions  of  this  workshop  are 
the  opposite  of  those  arrived  at  by  Mr. 
Benson.  Permit  me  to  quote  briefly 
from  a  summary  of  the  report: 

The  feed-livestock  sector  of  agriculture  is 
headed  for  serious  trouble.  Feed  grain  and 
wheat  stocks  have  been  building  up  for  7 
years  and  now  are  double  those  needed  to 
provide  a  generous  margin  of  safety  for  a 
possible  drought  year.  If  present  programs 
continue,  stocks  are  likely  to  accumulate 
further  even  though  feeding  to  livestock  in¬ 
creases,  and  mounting  carryovers  of  wheat 
will  add  to  the  supply  of  concentrates  avail¬ 
able  for  livestock  feed.  *  *  * 

The  large  stocks  of  feed  grains  are  now 
spilling  over  into  increased  livestock  produc¬ 
tion,  and  hog  prices  in  1960  may  be  a  third 
or  more  below  the  1958  average.  Prices  of 
cattle,  poultry,  and  eggs  are  also  expected 
to  go  below  1958  levels,  though  not  to  the 
same  extent.  *  *  • 

Present  and  potential  feed  grain  produc- 
’tion  is  so  high  that  markets  can  be  cleared 
through  livestock  and  livestock  products 
only  if  average  prices  are  low.  This  is  not 
a  temporary  situation;  it  may  well  last  for 
a  decade  or  longer.  *  *  * 

The  economic  difficulties  faced  by  the 
feed-livestock  sector  and  by  agriculture  at 
large  are  deep  seated  and  persistent.  We  are 
not  going  to  solve  them  by  finding  new  uses 
for  farm  products,  by  otherwise  expanding 
demand,  or  by  exporting  whatever  surpluses 
we  choose  to  produce  at  satisfactory  prices. 
If  farm  income  is  not  to  be  chronically  low 
for  a  long  time  and  if  Treasury  costs  of  farm 
programs  are  to  be  held  within  tolerable 
bounds,  some  rheans  of  restraining  market 
supply  must  be  found. 


Unfortunately,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  holds  a  directly  opposite  view. 
Instead  of  putting  some  restraint  on  pro¬ 
duction,  he  would  throw  it  wide  open. 
Instead  of  attempting  to  work  off  our 
large  supplies  of  feed  grains  in  ways 
that  would  avoid  further  injury  to  live¬ 
stock  producers,  he  would  increase 
supplies  of  feed. 

cabinet  veto  unfortunate 

It  is  also  unfortunate  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  in  effect,  holds  the 
power  of  veto  over  the  Congress.  The 
Secretary’s  views  are  shared  and  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  President  and  his  ad¬ 
visers  at  the  White  House.  If  the  Con¬ 
gress  sends  over  a  bill  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  does  not  like,  he  can  see  that  it  is 
vetoed. 

WHAT  THEY  SAID  IN  HEARINGS 

There  is  so  much  at  stake  in  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson’s  position  in  regard  to  price 
supports  and  production  of  the  grains 
which  can  affect  all  livestock  that  I  feel 
the  hearing  record  should  be  quoted 
directly  at  this  point:  - 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  would  not  give  me  a 
figure  on  wbat  levels  you  think  you  ought 
to  have  to  straighten  this  matter  out,  say 
in  5  years  or  even  in  10  years? 

Secretary  Benson.  I  think  the  range  we 
have  asked  for,  75  to  90  percent  of  the  last 
3  years,  would  give  us  all  the  leeway  we  need 
in  order  to  bring  about  the  adjustment 
which  is  necessary  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2333). 
•  •  *  •  * 

Mr.  Whitten.  How  low  do  you  think  we 
should  reduce  support  levels  to  bring  this 
into  balance  for  such  period  as  you  think  is 
practicable? 

Secretary  Benson.  I  think  if  we  had  the 
discretion,  75  to  90  for  the  3 -year  period, 
that  that  would  be  ample  time  probably  to 
make  the  adjustment  which  we  need  in 
the  support  level  in  order  to  start  moving 
some  of  this  wheat  into  feed  and  in  order  to 
permit  the  adjustment  in  some  of  the  mar¬ 
ginal  areas  back  into  permanent  cover  and 
into  other  crops  other  than  wheat,  areas 
that  did  not  grow  much  wheat  until  we 
gave  them  this  high  incentive. 

Mr.  Whitten.  In  other  words,  you  believe 
in  75  percent  support?  I  am  asking  you 
what  Congress  should  pass  in  the  way  of 
laws. 

Secretary  Benson.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  for  the  first  year  or  two  you  would  need, 
to  set  it  somewhere  near  75  (hearings,  pt.  4, 
p.  2334). 

•  *  *  *  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  said 
many  times  you  are  quite  a  plausible  talker 
and  speaker,  but  I  do  not  see  in  your 
speeches  many  figures  or  specific  statements 
as  to  how.  Can  you  provide  figures  as  to 
how  many  bushels  of  wheat  would  go  into 
feed?  \ 

Secretary  Benson.  Yes;  our  statisticians 
can.  But  there  was  a  time  we  fed  between 
200  million  and  300  million  bushels  of  wheat 
a  year  and  that  market  has  been  lost  (hear¬ 
ings,  pt.  4,  p.  2336) . 

•  *  *  •  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  Your  answer,  if  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  is  that  they  do  not  diversify  and, 
if  you  had  this  change  in  support  price  for 
wheat,  this  200  million  or  300  million  bush¬ 
els  of  wheat  would  move  into  deficit  feed 
areas  and  enable  you  to  have  more  livestock 
than  you  now  have.  It  still  would  appear 
that  you  would  increase  production. 

What  would  be  the  effect  upon  present 
cattle  and  hog  prices,  if  you  had,  say,  20  per¬ 
cent  more  cattle  and  20  percent  more  hogs? 
Would  that  not  work  the  hog  and  cattle 
people? 
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Mr.  Morse.  You  would  not  get  such  ef¬ 
fects  in  cattle  and  sheep.  You  would  get  a 
better  finished  product  and  more  of  a  pre¬ 
mium  price  on  the  livestock  along  with 
some  increase  in  pounds. 

Other  adjustments  would  take  place.  We 
have  probably  8  million  of  9  million  acres 
in  cultivation  in  the  Great  Plains  that  our 
soil  scientists  tell  us  should  be  in  grass,  and 
only  in  the  event  of  wax  or  some  dire  emer¬ 
gency  should  such  land  be  farmed.  As. 
wheat -prices  are  adjusted,  some  of  that  dry 
land  will  be  retired  to  grass.  Also,  land 
that  is  subject  to  water  erosion,  and  that  is 
being  farmed  now  would  be  put  into  hay  or 
pasture  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2338). 

•  •  •  *  * 

Mr.  Whitten.  Could  we  have  the  number 
of  farmers  you  hope  to  squeeze  out  of  wheat 
production  through  this  means,  and  the 
number  of  acres  you  feel  must  be  squeezed 
out  of  production  through  this  method? 

Secretary  Benson.  We  do  not  want  to 
squeeze  anybody  out  necessarily. 

Mr.  Whitten.  If  you  follow  policies  which 
stop  them  from  producing  wheat,  have  you 
not  taken  them  out?  How  many  farms  are 
involved  and  how  many  acres  are  involved? 
Put  that  in  the  record. 

When  they  have  to  quit  growing  wheat, 
What  will  they  grow? 

Mr.  Morse.  Take  the  State  of  Kansas. 
Unless  the  agricultural  authorities  have 
changed,  they  are  urging  diversified  farm¬ 
ing.  That  is  an  area  where  the  weather 
hazards  are  great;  you  can  have  wheat  fail¬ 
ures  and  near  wheat  failures.  They  have 
urged  that  farms  should  have  at  least  two 
major  sources  of  income. 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  can  agree,  Mr.  Morse,  that 
you  are  evading  an  answer.  I  will  ask  you 
again :  When  they  have  to  quit  growing 
wheat,  what  will  they  grow? 

Mr.  Morse.  Many  of  these  people  are 
farming  thin  soils,  the  very  type  of  soils 
on  which  we  are  spending  money  for  more 
conservation  and  on  which  we  want  more 
conservation  practiced  when  we  do  not  need 
farm  products.  Much  of  that  land  will  go 
into  grass  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p,  2338). 

*  *  •  •  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Sorkin,  how  many  hogs 
would  200  million  or  300  million  bushels  of 
wheat  feed? 

Mr.  Sorkin.  It  would  not  all  go  to  hogs.  It 
would  probably  increase  the  total  feed  grain 
consumption  in  the  neighborhood  of  4  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  dodge  almost  as  well  as 
Mr.  Morse.  Ten  pounds  to  a  hog? 

Mr.  Sorkin.  You  will  not  feed  it  all  to 
hogs.  ~ 

Mr.  Whitten.  Let  us  say  half  of  it  goes  to 
hogs  and  half  to  cows.  I  asked  you  how 
many  hogs  that  would  feed. 

Mr.  Sorkin.  Let  me  do  a  little  figuring 
here. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Do  not  weigh  your  figures 
too  much. 

(The  information  requested  follows:) 

“Three  hundred  million  bushels  of  wheat 
would  supply  the  grain  requirements  for  1 
year  for  approximately  11.3  million  milk  cows 
of  average  milk  production  (5,200  pounds  of 
milk  per  year) .  Or,  the  300  million  bushels, 
of  wheat  would  supply  the  grain  require¬ 
ments  needed  to  feed  approximately  16.8  mil¬ 
lion  hogs  to  a  weight  of  225  pounds.’* 

(Hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2340.) 

*  *  •  •  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  would  give  up  controls? 

Secretary  Benson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  would  not  want  any 
control  on  acreage  or  otherwise? 

Secretary  Benson.  That  is  right. 

After  a  period  of  adjustments  you  may  have 
to  use  them  temporarily. 

Mr.  Whitten.  How  long  would  you  say? 


Secretary  Benson.  Eventually  I  think  you 
would  want  to  get  away  from  them  complete¬ 
ly.  In  the  case  of  wheat - 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  say  you  believe  you 
would  want  to. 

Secretary  Benson.  No.  I  believe  we 
should,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  I  was  not 
specific. 

Mr.  Whitten.  What  is  your  Judgment  as 
to  how  long  that  would  be? 

Secretary  Benson.  It  would  vary  with  the 
individual  commodities,  I  think,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  I  think  if  we  used  the 
conservation  reserve,  the  larger  part  of  the 
conservation  reserve  in  the  wheat  areas  to 
help  in  this  transition,  that  we  could  go  to 
complete  freedom  rather  rapidly. 

It  certainly  would  not  take  more  than  2  or 
3  years  for  complete  freedom,  providing  we 
moved  to  the  average  market  price  as  a  basis 
for  support  and  have  the  range  of  75  to  90 
in  its  use  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2360). 

Mr.  Marshall.  Now,  Mr.  Secretary,  as¬ 
suming  that  these  prices  that  I  have  enum¬ 
erated  here  are  appreciably  correct,  there'  is 
only  one  direction  that  wheat  prices  could 
go,  and  that  would  be  down. 

Secretary  Benson.  I  think  that  we  must 
face  the  very  hard  problem  that  wheat  prices 
must  be  adjusted  downward  if  we  are  going 
to  move  more  of  it  into  consumption.  I 
think  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  move 
some  of  this  wheat  back  into  feed  as  we  used 
to  do.  I  think  when  it  gets  down  to  around 
$1.50,  in  that  area,  in  some  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try  they  will  start  feeding  wheat  again,  and 
the  market  will  expand  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p. 
3036). 

*  *  *  »  • 

Mr.  Marshall.  Your  statement  would  in¬ 
dicate  to  this  committee  that  in  thinking  of 
future  costs,  that  we  are  going  to  need  to 
make  some  recommendations  for  a  continued 
expenditure  of  funds  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  meeting  these  problems; 
would  that  be  correct? 

Mr.  Peterson.  It  depends  upon  what  di¬ 
rection  legislation  applicable  to  support 
prices  may  take,  Mr.  Marshall,  as  I  see  it. 

The  Secretary  has  called  to  your  attention 
the  problems  in  wheat.  Wheat  production  in 
most  of  the  dry  land  areas  west  of  the  100th 
meridian  is  a  high-hazard  operation.  The 
hazards  will  depend  upon  conditions  but 
they  will  vary  from  locality  to  locality  and 
from  farm  to  farm.  If  the  incentive  in  the 
form  of  assured  price  is  high  enough,  then 
the  farmer — as  you  and  I  would  do,  I  think — 
would  balance  what  he  is  assured  of  getting 
against  the  risks  he  knows  he  must  take; 
and  if  in  his  Judgment  it  looks  like  he  can 
afford  to  take  the  risk  at  that  assured  price, 
he  will  take  it. 

As  we  increase  the  risk  by  some  reduction 
in  price,  some  of  those  people  will  stop  pro¬ 
ducing  wheat  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  3039). 

•  *  *  •  • 

CORN 

Mr.  Whitten.  What  is  your  best  Judgment 
as  to  what  part  of  that  1.7  billion  bushels  of 
corn  is  excess  to  the  normal  carryover? 

Mr.  McLain.  I  would  guess  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  1  billion  bushels  would  be  a  safe 
carryover  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2341). 

•  \  •  *  *  * 

Mr.  Whitten.  What  do  you  anticipate  in 
the  way  of  corn  production?  Do  you  con¬ 
sider  $1.12  with  absolutely  no  control  will 
tend  to  have  the  farmer  cut  down? 

Secretary  Benson.  On  this  $1.12  that  you 
referred  to,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  carried  out  the 
new  law  on  that.  That  represents  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  market  price  for  the  last 
3  years.  And  we  do  not  believe  it  is  going 
to  result  in  much  change  in  corn  production 
(hearings,  pt.  4,  pp.  2341-2342) . 

•  »  «  -  •  • 


Mr.  Whitten.  What  reduction  do  you  feel 
would  be  essential  to  bring  corn  in  line  with 
what  the  country  needs  to  produce?  What 
would  be  your  objective  in  reducing  corn 
production  to  bring  it  in  line  with  what  the 
country  needs?  I  am  asking  for  your  best 
judgment. 

Mr.  McLain.  We  can  relate  it  to  all  feed 
grains.  They  are  all  interrelated.  The  total 
feed  unit,  I  think,  is  what  you  are  talking 
about. 

Mr.  Whitten.  Taking  corn  by  itself,  if  the 
same  feeding  pattern  continues,  what  reduc¬ 
tion  would  you  anticipate  that  we  should 
reach  to  bring  corn  production  in  line  with 
demand? 

Secretary  Benson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
think - 

Mr.  Whitten.  I  am  asking  for  a  Judgment 
figure. 

Secretary  Benson.  I  do  not  think  you  will 
need  any  reduction  in  corn  with  our  live¬ 
stock  population  as  it  is  if  we  have  normal 
weather.  The  thing  that  shot  up  production 
last  year  was  the  most  favorable  weather 
we  have  had  in  my  memory  nationwide.  So 
with  increased  production  of  livestock  and 
increased  production  of  meat  I  do  not  think 
we  will  need  any  reduction  in  corn  (hearings, 
pt.  4,  pp.  2343-2344). 

*  •  *  *  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  know,  if  you  start  feed¬ 
ing  200  million  or  300  million  bushels  of 
wheat,  to  that  extent  you  will  not  use  the 
amount  of  corn  and  other  feed  that  you 
now  do. 

Secretary  Benson.  There  would  be  very 
little  displacement  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2346). 
•  •  •  *  * 

Secretary  Benson.  We  would  not  recom¬ 
mend  any  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the 
feed  grains. 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  are  using  60  percent  of 
parity. 

Secretary  Benson.  We  think  the  law  we 
have  now  will  pretty  well  take  care  of  things. 
We  did  object  to  the  minimum  of  65  in  the 
case  of  corn  when  new  legislation  was  passed 
last  year.  As  you  may  recall,  we  felt  that 
there  may  be  a  need  some  time  to  go  as  low 
as  60  percent  on  corn. 

This  year  90  percent  of  the  average  market 
price  is  higher  than  65  percent  of  parity,  so 
we  did  not  use  it  this  year  (hearings,  pt.  4, 
p.  2348). 

*  *  •  •  • 

OTHER  peed  grains 

Mr.  Whitten.  Now  I  would  like  to  find 
out  what  you  mean.  In  your  judgment, 
what  do  we  need  to  cut  back  feed  grain  pro¬ 
duction  to,  and  in  order  to  cut  it  back  to 
what  you  think  it  should  be,  what  price- 
support  levels  do  you  think  we  ought  to 
have?  We  cannot  do  the  things  you  talk 
about  unless  we  know  just  exactly  what  you 
mean. 

Secretary  Benson.  We  think  the  legisla¬ 
tion  we  have  on  feed  grains  is  adequate,  Mr. 
Chairman,  (hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2345.) 

•  *  «  *  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  You  had  a  500  percent  in¬ 
crease  in  grain  sorghums.  How  much  of  that 
excess  production  do  you  think  we  ought  to 
cut  back?  Answer  that  and  then  we  will 
discuss  how  to  do  it. 

Secretary  Benson.  Of  course  we  started 
from  a  very  low  base  on  these  sorghum  grains. 
This  is  a  comparatively  new  crop.  Hybrids 
are  a  recent  development.  You  started  with 
a  very  low  base.  This  Increase  has  come 
in  very  recent  years  and  I  do  not  think  we 
need,  with  the  livestock  population  we  have, 
I  do  not  think  we  need  any  great  cutback 
in  sorghum  grains.  I  think,  with  this  60  per¬ 
cent  support  on  marginal  lands  maybe  they 
will  not  plant  sorghum  grains  next  year.  I 
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do  not  think  we  need  to  do  anything  more 
(hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  2346). 

•  *  *  •  • 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Morse,  let  us  agree  that 
the  Ozarks  area  figures  Just  as  prominently 
as  you  have  said,  and  that  this  Congress 
ought  to  do  something  about  it.  It  should 
not  be  on  a  political  basis,  Democrat  and 
Republican  alike  ought  to  do  something 
about  it.  You  tell  me  what  you  suggest  that 
we  do. 

Mr.  Morse.  All  right — for  the  feed  grains, 
leave  the  law  alone  (hearings,  pt.  4,  pp.  2352- 
2353). 

♦  •  •  *  • 

STORAGE 

Mr.  Marshall.  How  much  expansion  is 
there  in  corn  from  your  latest  figures? 

Secretary  Benson.  I  do  not  have  the  exact 
figure  in  mind,  but  the  March  intentions  to 
plant  report,  as  I  recall,  showed  some  in¬ 
crease  in  corn,  I  think  in  the  neighborhood 
of  9  million  acres.  There  is  some  decrease 
in  sorghum,  some  decrease  in  soybeans,  and 
some  decrease  in  oats.  There  was  an  in¬ 
crease  of  approximately  9  million  acres  in 
corn,  as  I  recall.  Those  are  planting  inten¬ 
tions  as  of  March  1;  they  are  not  actual 
plantings. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Are  you  going  to  be  able  to 
provide  storage  space  for  all  this  additional 
corn? 

Secretary  Benson.  We  think,  Mr.  Marshall, 
that  we  will  be  able  to  *  *  *.  (Hearings, 
pt.  4,  p.  3032.)  / 

***** 

LIVESTOCK 

Mr  .^Marshall.  What  protection  does  the 
hog  farmer,  the  cattle  feeder,  or  the  poultry- 
man  have  against  the  dumping  of  a  surplus 
amount  of  feed  into  the  hands  of  people  that 
feed  corn  and  feed  grains? 

Secretary  Benson.  So  far  as  Government 
stocks  are  concerned,  you  know,  of  course, 
that  the  Congress  has  provided  a  provision 
that  we  are  not  permitted  to  sell  any  corn 
at  less  than  105  percent  of  the  support  level 
unless  it  is  out  of  condition,  or  is  threaten¬ 
ing  to  go  out  of  condition,  so  that  there  is 
not  much  chance  there  is  going  to  be  great 
quantities  of  Government  corn  dumped  on 
the  market.  I  think  with  the  livestock  popu¬ 
lation  we  have,  current  feeding  is  going  to 
absorb  current  production  pretty  well.  I 
hope  they  will  still  continue  to  move  some 
corn  into  export  and  gradually  reduce  our 
stocks  in  the  meantime  (hearings,  pt.  4,  pp. 
3033,  3034). 

***** 

PRODUCTION 

Mr.  Marshall.  Has  the  Department  made 
any  studies  recently  that  would  show  what 
the  potential  production  increase  would  be — 
not  confined  to  any  one  commodity — in  crops 
throughout  the  country?  Have  you  made  a 
study  as  to  how  much  increased  production 
we  can  expect  in  the  next  few  years?  *  *  * 
Let  us  take  the  program  that  you  recom¬ 
mended. 

Secretary  Benson.  I  do  not  know  whether 
we  have  or  not.  Not  specifically  aimed  at 
that.  I  think  the  general  feeling  is  that  we 
can  expect  our  production  per  unit  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  upward  trend — maybe  not  as 
rapidly  as  it  has  been  going  in  the  last  few 
years,  but  that  the  trend  will  continue  to 
go  up  (hearings,  pt.  4,  pp.  3037-3038) . 

*  *  *  *  * 

COSTS 

Mr.  Marshall.  Considering  the  matter  of 
price  support  operations  and  all  of  those 
items  that  might  affect  it  by  any  stretch  of 
the  imagination,  how  much  could  we  expect 
the  needs  of  the  Department  to  be  for  a 
period,  we  may  say,  over  the  next  5  years? 

Would  you  care  to  make  any  sort  of  an 
estimate  on  that? 


Secretary  Benson.  I  could  not  offhand,  Mr. 
Marshall,  but  we  will  be  glad  to  try  and  give 
some  estimates,  for  what  they  are  worth 
(hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  3041). 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  has  been 
generous  with  Secretary  Benson.  It  has 
authorized  him  to  spend  more  money 
than  any  other  man  who  has  ever  held 
that  office.  It  has  increased  the  em¬ 
ployees  of  his  Department  by  more  than 
21,000  persons.  It  has  yielded  to  his 
wishes  on  legislation  far  beyond  the 
wishes  of  many  Members,  including  my¬ 
self,  so  that  nothing  would  stand  in  his 
way  to  hinder  his  management  of  the 
farm  program  which  is  under  his  tem¬ 
porary  jurisdiction. 

CONGRESS  RESPONDS  ON  LEGISLATION 

Senator  Symington,  of  Missouri,  re¬ 
quested  the  Legislative  Reference  Service 
of  the  Library  of  Congress  to  draft  a 
report  on  how  the  Congress  has  re¬ 
sponded  to  requests  for  farm  price  and 
income  legislation  from  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The 
report,  quoted  in  the  Senator’s  remarks 
on  February  16,  1959,  says: 

In  the  past  6  sessions  of  the  Congress 
some  53  recommendations  have  been  made 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  price  and 
income  stabilization  for  commercial  farmers. 

Of  this  total,  21  legislative  actions  have 
substantially  fulfilled  the  requirements 
stated  by  the  Secretary,  and  7  of  his  recom¬ 
mendations  were  only  partially  met,  or  the 
timing  of  the  changes  recommended  were 
delayed. 

DEPARTMENT  OPPOSES  CONGRESS 

The  record  indicates  that  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  Congress,  on  the  other 
hand,  are  acted  upon  with  far  less  en¬ 
thusiasm  on  the  part  of  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son.  The  Washington  Farmletter  of 
April  25,  1959,  carried  this  stbry: 

USD  A  dissents:  Chairman  Cooley,  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee,  said  3  weeks 
ago  that  House  Members  had  introduced  238 
farm  bills  this  year,  and  that  USDA  had  ob¬ 
jected  to  every  one  of  them  on  which  it  had 
taken  a  position.  So  we  looked  into  the 
score  since  January  1953. 

A  total  of  2,141  farm  bills  were  referred 
to  House  Agriculture  Committee  in  the  83d, 
84th,  and  85th  sessions  of  Congress  (1953— 
58) .  Of  these,  the  committee  asked  USDA 
for  reports  on  529.  USDA  replied  favorably 
on  127  bills,  mostly  minor  measures.  On 
some  bills  USDA  took  no  stand  or  suggested 
changes.  USDA  rejected  every  major  House 
proposal. 

In  the  present  session,  USDA  has  objected 
to  26  out  of  61  bills  sent  to  it  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  (out  of  264  bills  referred  to  it).  To 
only  two  bills  has  USDA  so  far  not  objected. 
One  was  a  bill  to  establish  a  country  life 
commission  (USDA  said  the  purpose  was 
okay  but  a  commission  unnecessary).  The 
other  is  a  bill  tightening  up  regulations  on 
excess  wheat  stored  in  order  to  avoid  mar¬ 
keting  penalty. 

During  this  debate  we  have  pointed 
out  some  of  the  many  benefits  still  ac¬ 
cruing  from  our  present  farm  program, 
badly  administered  as  some  of  us  think 
it  is.  We  also  have  acknowledged  some 
of  the  faults  which  we  know  to  exist. 

CHANGES  ARE  NEEDED 

Some  of  our  programs  are  out  of  date. 
Some  of  our  methods  are  no  longer  use¬ 
ful.  We  have  to  accept  the  fact  that 
acreage  controls  in  themselves  have  long 
since  failed  to  do  the  job  for  which  they 


were  intended,  and  especially  so  as  they 
have  been  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  recent  years. 

We  must  accept  the  fact  of  surpluses 
in  some  crops  for  a  number  of  years  to 
come.  We  have  to  accept  the  fact  of 
high  costs  of  running  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  some  time  to  come. 
However,  a  great  deal  can  be  done  in 
this  field  if  there  is  a  will  to  improve 
management  and  cut  costs  where  the 
studies  of  our  committee  show  they  can 
be  cut. 

We  must  accept  the  fact  also,  Mr. 
Chairman,  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Ezra  Taft  Benson,  at  least  until  the  end 
of  the  President’s  term.  The  Congress 
cannot  repeal  Secretary  Benson,  though 
Benson  can  veto  the  Congress.  This  is 
a  fact  of  life  that  all  of  us  may  as  well 
recognize. 

LOOK  TO  NEEDS  OP  TOMORROW 

We  will  still  have  to  provide  funds  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  will 
still  have  to  provide  legislation  for  farm¬ 
ers.  Looking  ahead,  it  is  plain  that  for 
the  immediate  future  agriculture  is  cap¬ 
able  of  producing  far  more  than  can  be 
used. 

While  all  of  these  facts  exist  as  of  to¬ 
day,  we  need  to  look  to  the  needs  of  to¬ 
morrow.  Generations  yet  unborn  will  be 
enriched  or  impoverished  by  the  way  in 
which  we  deal  with  the  economic  prob¬ 
lems  on  the  farm  and  the  land  and  water 
conservation  needs  of  today. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  fol¬ 
lowing  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  namely. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Sixty-five 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  apd  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names: 

[Roll  No.  43] 

Alford 

Derounian 

Keith 

Anfuso 

Diggs 

Kilburn 

Ashley 

Dooley 

Lafore 

Ashmore 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Laird 

Bailey 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Lennon 

Barden 

Durham 

Lesinski 

Barrett 

Elliott 

Loser 

Bass 

Fallon 

Magnuson 

Baumhart 

Farbstein 

Matthews 

Bennett,  Mich 

Fenton 

Meader 

Betts 

Flood 

Merrow 

Boggs 

Flynt 

Meyer 

Bowles 

Fogarty 

Milliken 

Broomfield 

Fountain 

Monagan 

Buckley 

Gallagher 

Moorhead 

Bush 

Garmatz 

Morgan 

Cahill 

Gavin 

Moss 

Carnahan 

Giaimo 

Multer 

Celler 

Glenn 

Mumma 

Clark 

Harris 

Nix 

Coad 

Healey 

Perkins 

Coffin 

Holland 

Philbin 

Corbett 

Hosmer 

Poage 

Dague 

Ikard 

Powell 

Daniels 

Johnson,  Md. 

Preston 

Davis,  Ga. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Prokop 

Dawson 

Karth 

Pucinski 

Dent 

Kearns 

Rabaut 

Denton 

«Kee 

Reece,  Team 
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Rhodes,  Pa. 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Rostenkowski 
Saylor 
Smith,  Iowa 
Springer 


Taylor  Wharton 

Teller  Wilson 

Thompson,  N.J.  Winstead 
Toll  Yates 

Tollefson 
Udall 


Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
H.R.  7175,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  329  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  sub¬ 
mitted  herewith  the  names  of  the  absen¬ 
tees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 


read. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  Into  effect 
a  program  of  conservation  In  the  Great 
Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956 
(16  U.S.C.  590p),  $7,500,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  program  authorized  in  sections  7  to  16, 
16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p(a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed 
$6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  ex¬ 
hibits,  including  such  displays  at  State,  In¬ 
terstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $241,500,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  December  31  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  program 
of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserv¬ 
ing  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1959,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1, 
1958,  to  December  31,  1959,  inclusive:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $26,832,950  of  the 
total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
for  administrative  expenses  for  carrying  out 
such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs, 
however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limita¬ 
tion;  but  not  more  than  $5,424,200  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Administrative  expenses,  section  392,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided 
further.  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  ap¬ 
propriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  em¬ 
ployees  or  any  State  information  employees, 
but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of 
inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1960  program  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices, 
under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  includ¬ 
ing  administration,  and  no  participant  shall 
receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or 
ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices 
designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricul¬ 
tural  resources  of  the  community) :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  change  shall  be  made 
in  such  1960  program  which  will  have  the 
effect  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility 
requirements  or  cost-sharing  on  practices 
included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958  pro¬ 
grams,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been 
recommended  by  the  county  committee  and 
approved  by  the  State  committee:  Provided 
further.  That  the  proportion-  of  the  State 


fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the 
1960  program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the 
distribution  of  such  fund  for  the  1958  pro¬ 
gram  year :  Provided  further.  That  not  to  ex- 
ced  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the 
1960  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of 
its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying 
out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in 
the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be 
utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other 
assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made 
available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  un¬ 
der  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further. 
That  for  the  1960  program  $2,500,000  shall 
be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  for¬ 
mulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be 
available  for  conservation  practices  related 
directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  approved 
watersheds:  Provided  further.  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase 
of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other 
farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  serv¬ 
ices,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds 
available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau, 
office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  con¬ 
stituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the 
payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entiled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939, 
as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  vio¬ 
lated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services 
or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in 
any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor 
or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by 
Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Mem¬ 
ber  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Michel:  On 
page  12,  line  15,  after  the  word  “to”  strike 
out  “$250,000,000”  and  insert  “$100,000,000.” 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  was  the  famed  Chinese  philoso¬ 
pher,  Confucius,  who  once  said  some¬ 
thing  like  this: 

The  thing  that  troubles  or  concerns  me 
is  *  *  *  if  I  should  fail  to  move  forward 
when  I  see  the  right  course  or  fail  to  correct 
myself  when  I  see  my  mistake. 

Some  of  us  have  not  been  around  here 
long  enough  to  make  any  really  serious 
mistakes.  I  do  not  mean  to  imply  that 
many  of  the  good  Members  who  have 
been  around  here  for  many,  many  years 
have  made  many  mistakes  or  even  a  few 
mistakes.  But  it  seems  to  me  in  an  item 
like  this,  ACP  payments,  which  have 
gone  on  for  years  and  years  and  now  for 
the  last  several  years  have  been  in  the 
neighborhood  of  a  quarter  of  a  billion 
dollars,  that  we  ought  to  take  another 
look  at  this  and  see  what  we  can  do  to 


put  some  rhyme  and  reason  into  this 
whole  conservation  program. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to 
cut  back  ACP  payments  from  the  amount 
authorized  in  the  bill  $250  million,  to  the 
amount  of  the  budget  request,  $100  mil¬ 
lion.  This  would  be,  of  course,  for  such 
items  as  limestone,  phosphates,  and  so 
forth. 

In  other  words,  in  this  program  we  are 
paying  fanners  to  establish  rotation 
cover  crops,  to  establish  wells  for  live¬ 
stock,  farm  ponds,  for  open  ditches,  and 
again  for  closed  ditches,  and  for  cover 
crops  of  a  seasonal  nature. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  this  overall  pro¬ 
gram  we  are  paying  on  the  one  hand  a 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  to  increase 
productivity  of  millions  of  acres  of  land 
and  at  the  same  time  the  big  problem 
that  confronts  the  country  today  in  agri¬ 
culture  is  the  fact  that  we  have  so  much 
surplus.  So  I  say  that  on  the  one  hand 
why  continue  to  pay  the  farmer  to  in¬ 
crease  the  productivity  of  his  land  when 
the  biggest  problem  we  have  is  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses 

Of  course,  you  are  going  to  get  some 
objections  from  some  people  back  home. 
Representing  a  rural  and  an  urban  dis¬ 
trict,  about  half  and  half,  as  I  do,  I  will 
get  some  objections  from  some  of  my 
farmers.  It  is  not  an  easy  thing  to  tell 
some  fellow,  “You  are  going  to  get  less 
from  the  Federal  Government,”  or,  “We 
are  going  to  do  a  little  bit  less  for  you 
this  year  than  we  did  last  year.”  But 
to  my  mind,  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 
There  will  be  some  areas  of  the  country 
where  they  will  say,  “This  is  the  only 
program  in  which  we  can  participate  in 
the  farm  program.”  Particularly  up  in 
New  England  they  will  say,  “This  is  the 
only  chance  we  have  to  get  our  fist  into 
the  Federal  till.  You  fellows  in  the  Mid¬ 
west  with  your  acreage  reserve  and  con¬ 
servation  reserve  are  going  to  get  bun¬ 
dles  of  it,  but  this  is  an  opportunity  for 
us  to  get  a  little  bit  of  change  for  our 
small  farmers.” 

I  think  also  you  are  going  to  get  some 
objections  from  what  I  like  to  call  the 
limestone  trust,  and  those  who  through 
the  years  have  come  to  sell  a  great  many 
bales  of  fertilizer,  because  the  Federal 
Government  is  picking  up  half  of  the  tab 
to  do  the  job.  But  that  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  mean  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 
Frankly,  it  looks  to  me  as  though  we  are 
doing  a  round  robin.  On  the  one  hand, 
we  are  paying  out  to  increase  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  of  millions  of  acres  and  at  the 
same  time  we  are  having  to  pay  thou¬ 
sands  of  farmers  a  support  price  or  a 
conservation  reserve  payment  to  take  his 
land  out  of  production.  Frankly,  I  think 
it  makes  much  more  sense  to  put  this 
money  into  the  long-range  conservation 
reserve  program  where  we  take  land  out 
of  production  for  a  period  of  years  and 
put  it  back  into  a  cover  crop  rather  than 
simply  paying  a  farmer  for  increasing 
his  production  this  year  or  the  next  year. 
If  it  is  a  long-range  program,  then  I  can 
support  part  of  it,  but  so  much  of  these 
payments  are  in  the  form  of  short-term 
year-to-year  payments,  and  I  am  cer¬ 
tainly  opposed  to  the  continuation  of 
that  type  of  program.  That  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  to  give  you  folks 
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a  chance  to  register  your  objections  to 
these  continual  payments  which  now 
amount  to  a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollars 
this  year  and  to  give  you  a  chance  to  do 
something  by  way  of  economizing  and 
saving  the  taxpayers  a  good  chunk  of 
do-ray-me. 

I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber], 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
we  have  to  get  to  a  point  where  we  are 
ready  to  save  some  money  and  to  go 
along  when  the  budget  estimate  is  sent 
up  here,  as  this  one  was,  providing  for 
$150  million  less  than  last  year.  I  think 
we  have  to  go  along  and  do  it.  We  need 
to  do  it.  It  seems  to  me  that  adopting 
this  amendment  is  a  good  deal  more  im¬ 
portant  than  turning  it  down  just  for  the 
benefit  of  the  limestone  sellers. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  debate  that  we 
have  had  in  this  Congress  many,  many 
times.  May.  I  say  at  the  outset  there  is 
no  finer  Member  than  the  Member  who 
just  addressed  you  and  who  just  offered 
this  amendment.  May  I  also  say  that  he 
has  worked  hard  and  he  has  worked  dili¬ 
gently.  But  in  offering  this  amendment 
I  do  think  it  is  quite  apparent  he  has  not 
had  the  time  to  give  the  attention  to 
this  and  to  other  things  in  this  bill. 

In  the  first  place,  the  gentleman 
points  out  in  his  earlier  statement  things 
that  he  thinks  should  be  eliminated  from 
these  programs.  They  are  carefully  re¬ 
stricted  to  those  that  do  not  apply  to  his 
district.  Now  this  is  a  big  country.  In 
my  area  I  do  not  have  many  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  that  the  gentleman  has,  and  if  my 
land  was  worth  $500  an  acre  and  I  was 
in  as  close  proximity  to  the  markets  as 
my  good  friend,  Bob  Michel,  I  prob¬ 
ably  would  not  have  them  either. 

But  I  want  to  say  this  here  and  now. 
In  my  opinion,  there  is  no  obligation  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  pay  anybody 
to  do  work  on  his  land.  But,  while  there 
is  no  obligation,  history  shows  that  we 
have  wasted  40  percent  of  all  our  natural 
resources,  that  the  topsoil  from  50  acres 
of  land  flows  b/  the  eity  of  Memphis 
every  day,  and  some  of  this  from  the 
State  of  Illinois,  and  that  in  some  areas 
more  than  half  of  our  timber  has  been 
lost  in  less  than  150  years.  If  by  this 
Federal  program  you  can  lead  fanners 
to  do  the  things  that  are  needed  on  their 
land,  this  is  the  best  investment  that 
you  can  make. 

Whatever  practices  are  provided  for  in 
this  bill  are  selected  by  the  farmers. 
They  go  through  this  process.  First,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  prepares  a 
catalog,  and  if  it  is  not  in  the  catalog, 
they  cannot  do  it.  If  it  is  in  the  catalog, 
my  friends,  it  is  not  used  until  the  State 
itself  approves  it.  Then,  it  cannot  be 
used  in  a  single  county  in  the  United 
States,  unless  the  county  committee  says 
that  it  was  important  to  that  county. 
Then,  my  friends,  it  will  not  be  done  on 
a  single  farm  unless  the  farmer  chooses 
it.  And  when  he  chooses  it,  he  decides 
that  it  is  of  sufficient  significance  that 
he  will  put  up  an  equal  amount  of  money 
and  do  the  work  himself.  I  have  never 
signed  up  under  this  program  myself. 


I  have  farmed.  I  am  not  saying  my  land 
should  not  have  been  under  it;  it  should 
have  been  under  it.  The  lands  I  have 
dealt  with  have  suffered  because  I  was 
not  cooperating  with  the  county  officials 
in  the  area.  But  I  could  not  put  myself 
in  the  position  of  letting  anyone  say  my 
personal  interests  interfered  with  my 
duty  here.  Let  me  say  to  you  again 
that  my  good  friend  will  be  here  many, 
many  years,  and  I  am  sincere  when  I  say 
that ;  he  is  a  very  able  person.  But  what 
he  has  done  is  to  leave  in  the  bill  every 
dollar  for  personnel  but  not  enough 
money  to  finance  the  program  they  are 
to  administer.  He  said  earlier  that  he 
was  learning.  He  has  learned  well. 

I  am  soriy  to  be  so  stirred  up  about 
this.  My  good  friend  John  Taber  was 
interested  in  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a  hundred 
things  in  this  bill  that  should  recom¬ 
mend  it.  I  do  think  that  if  by  this 
small  amount  of  money  you  can  lead  the 
farmers  of  the  country  under  their  diffi¬ 
cult  circumstances  to  put  money  and 
effort  into  protecting  the  land  for  fu¬ 
ture  generations,  that  is  a  good  invest¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  You  know  it  is  the  usual 
dodge  of  the  fellow  who  does  not  have  a 
good  defense  to  start  talking  about  some¬ 
thing  else. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  take  the  statement 
of  my  friend  John  Taber,  and  especially 
at  this  time,  as  being  the  last  word  to 
rely  on.  But  I  am  sincere  when  I  say 
that  the  whole  future  of  this  country  is 
involved  in  trying  to  see  that  we  protect 
our  soil.  Let  these  practices  that  I  am 
talking  about  continue.  The  farmer  puts 
up  his  money  and  his  labor.  He  selects 
from  the  catalog  the  program  best 
suited  to  his  lands.  I  do  think  it  is  un¬ 
wise  to  take  out  most  of  the  program 
funds  as  this  amendment  would.  This  is 
an  old  issue.  We  have  resolved  it  many, 
many  times  in  the  past. 

I  trust  you  will  vote  the  amendment 
down. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  seek 
recognition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  offers  a  preferential  mo¬ 
tion  which  the  Clerk  will  report. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  moves  that  the 
Committee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  enacting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  I  was  seeking  recognition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  has  offered  a  preferential 
motion. 

Mr.  CANNON.  But  I  was  seeking  rec¬ 
ognition  to  offer  a  similar  motion.  But 
it  is  all  right  if  I  may  have  the  last  5 
minutes  in  opposition. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  do  not 
have  control  of  the  time.  All  you  have 
to  do  is  rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 
You  wrote  the  rules. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  no  one  has  more  admiration 
for  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  who 
just  left  the  floor  than  does  the  Mem¬ 
ber  from  the  Fourth  District  of  Mich¬ 
igan,  but  it  does  not  make  any  difference 
how  loud  you  yell,  the  volume  of  sound 
does  not  change  the  facts. 

The  farmers  who  are  getting  relief  un¬ 
der  this  agricultural  legislation  are  being 
paid  by  all  the  people  who  contribute 
through  taxation  to  the  benefits  which  a 
comparatively  few  receive.  Of  course, 
we  all  know  that;  that  is  no  new  great 
discovery;  it  does  not  require  one  to  be 
a  sage  or  oracle  to  be  aware  of  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

What  they  are  doing  is  what  so  many 
other  groups  do,  especially  the  unions: 
They  are  asking  Paul  to  pay  Peter.  What 

I  am  afraid  of  is  that  soon  there  will  not 
be  enough  Pauls  to  go  around.  You  all 
know  the  situation. 

But  may  it  be  suggested  that  in  Mich¬ 
igan  in  the  Fourth  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  there  are  some  who  are  willing  to 
meet  and  successfully  solve  the  problems 
which  come  to  the  farmers. 

Permit  me  to  read  from  a  letter  which 
came  in  the  morning’s  mail  from  An¬ 
drew  G.  Lohman,  manager  of  the  Hamil¬ 
ton  Farm  Bureau  Cooperative,  Inc.,  lo¬ 
cated  at  Hamilton,  in  the  township  of 
Heath,  Allegan  County,  Mich. 

Mr.  Lohman  not  only  has  managed 
this  co-op  for  years,  but,  during  the  war, 
was  called  to  Washington  frequently  as 
an  expert  on  farm  problems,  on  the  pro¬ 
duction,  purchase,  and  sale  of  poultry, 
of  eggs — in  fact,  an  expert  on  farm 
activities. 

Under  his  management,  the  co-op  has 
grown  from  a  small  enterprise  into  a 
co-op  which  does  $6  million  worth  of 
business  a  year. 

Permit  me  to  read  from  his  letter, 
dated  May  15,  1959: 

We  read  In  the  Poultryman  issue  of  May  4 
of  poultry  producer  appeals  for  relief  from 
low  prices  of  eggs  and  poultry  meat.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  press  release,  the  congres¬ 
sional  hearing  is  giving  serious  consideration 
to  quota  production  and  support  prices  to 
relieve  members  of  the  industry  that  are 
hard  hit  by  slumping  prices.  ' 

All  poultry  producers  whether  they  be  in 
egg,  broiler,  or  turkey  production,  are  find¬ 
ing  it  very  difficult  to  make  a  living  because 
of  low  prices.  Here  at  Hamilton  our  feed 
prices  to  our  farmers  is  3  cents  a  pound. 
With  a  5-pound  feed  conversion  per  dozen  of 
eggs  and  a  monthly  depreciation  per  layer  of 

II  to  13  cents,  those  two  items  alone  bring 
our  egg  cost  to  between  22  and  23  cents  per 
dozen. 

Just  compare  that  with  the  egg  price 
in  the  market  here. 

Mr.  Lohman  is  the  expert  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  administration  used  to  call  down 
to  tell  them  about  poultry,  eggs,  and 
other  farm  needs.  He  goes  on  to  say 
this: 

A  support  program  at  the  present  time  will 
only  help  out  these  large  vertical  integration 
programs  now  getting  underway  and  this 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


.7478 

will  prolong  the  agony.  Quotas  and  sub¬ 
sidies  will  give  only  a  temporary  respite  and 
are  no  real  solution  to  the  problem  that 
faces  us.  If  we  tighten  our  belts  the  road 
ahead  may  be  a  bit  rough  but  it  will  give  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand  a  chance  to 
function. 

We  feel  that  the  Federal  Government  is 
not- justified  in  becoming  further  involved 
in  supporting  prices  of  poultry  products. 

There  was  a  group  of  five  men,  farm¬ 
ers  all,  who  formed  that  co-op.  They 
put  in  $12,000  each.  They  are  now  do¬ 
ing  a  business  of  $6  million  a  year. 
Without  a  dollar  of  Federal  help,  they 
have  been  and  are  successful,  and  in 
spite  of  the  competition  and  difficulties, 
they  are  ready  to  ride  along  until  we 
get  back  to  the  law  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand.  ^  .  i 

We  can  go  ahead,  as  we  undoubtedly 
will,  and  let  all  of  us  pay  first,  members 
of  one  group,  then  of  another,  for  pro¬ 
grams  which  today  are  pushing  us  fur¬ 
ther  into  debt  with  the  present  farm 
program,  which,  it  is  said  on  wheat 
alone,  costs  us  more  than  a  million  dol¬ 
lars  a  day.  Go  ahead  with  it  until  ulti¬ 
mately  we  will  have  to  go  back  to  a 
sound,  sensible,  tested  way  of  legislating. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
us  how  much  grain  they  have  stored  in 
that  $6  million  operation,  in  that  coop¬ 
erative  elevator? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  None. 
I  do  know  that  our  subcommittees  are 
coming  up  day  after  day  with  disclosures 
that  we  have  surplus  commodities  which 
the  Government  purchases,  stores,  then 
sells  at  a  loss  of  millions.  That  I  do 
know. 

Of  wheat,  we  have  enough  on  hand  to 
last  us  at  least  2  years.  Yet  we  pay 
growers  to  raise  more. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  be¬ 
cause  I  want  to  talk  to  the  very  best 
friends  I  have  in  the  House.  I  want  to 
talk  to  my  fellow  labor  Congressmen. 

Now,  you  know  I  am  the  dean  of  the 
labor  men  in  the  House.  I  have  voted 
for  labor  longer  and  more  consistently 
than  any  other  man  on  this  floor.  Why, 
I  was  supporting  Sam  Gompers  and  John 
L.  Lewis  and  voting  for  every  labor  bill 
they  advocated  before  most  of  you  were 
learning  to  walk — and  from  there  on 
down  to  Meany  and  Reuther.  I  have 
never  voted  against  a  labor  bill  in  my  life. 

I  am  dean  of  the  labor  delegation  in 
the  House  and  in  the  Senate  and  I  am 
inclined  to  think  I  had  better  call  a  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  delegation  right  now. 

I  heard  just  a  while  ago  that  there 
were  some  of  my  stanch  labor  friends 
■who  were  saying  they  were  getting  a  lit¬ 
tle  tired  of  voting  for  these  farm  bills 
and  were  not  going  to  vote  with  the 
farmers  this  time. 

Now  let  us  sit  down  and  talk  this  mat¬ 
ter  over  and  reason  it  out  together. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Michigan  who  just  left  the  floor  was 
right  when  he  was  talking  about  the 
price  of  eggs.  Eggs  are  selling  today 
lower  than  they  have  sold  since  1941. 


How  would  we  like  to  go  back  to  the 
wages  we  got  in  1941?  And  how  would 
the  railroads  like  to  go  back  to  the  freight 
rates  they  were  charging  the  farmer  in 
1941? 

Following  the  war  I  sold  hogs  for  $30 
a  hundred.  At  that  time  labor  was  get¬ 
ting  the  highest  wages  ever  paid  and 
everybody  else  was  getting  the  highest 
prices  ever  received. 

What  happened.  Everybody  kept 
going  up.  Freight  fates  have  been  in¬ 
creased  eight  times  since  that — and  they 
get  the  farmer  going  and  coming.  He 
pays  the  freight  on  everything  he  buys 
and  on  everything  he  sells.  The  tractor 
that  cost  him  $1,500  that  year  now  costs 
$3,600.  But  everything  he  sells  has  gone 
down.  I  sold  a  load  of  hogs  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago  and  got  $16.75  for  them  in¬ 
stead  of  the  $30 — and  that  was  the  top 
of  the  market  for  the  day.  Everybody 
else — the  butcher,  the  baker  and  the 
candlestick  maker  are  getting  more  than 
twice  what  they  were  getting  then  and 
the  farmer  is  getting  half — for  his  eggs 
he  is  getting  a  fourth. 

You  had  a  good  breakfast  this  morn¬ 
ing — a  nice  fresh  egg  and  a  couple  of 
rashers  of  bacon.  I  raised  the  hen  that 
laid  that  egg  and  the  hog  that  produced 
that  bacon  and  I  and  the  other  farmers 
made  you  a  present  of  a  large  part  of  that 
breakfast.  You  do  not  subsidize  the 
farmer;  the  farmer  subsidizes  you. 

Suppose  you  had  paid  us  union  wages 
for  union  hours.  And  our  farmers  were 
on  the  job  before  daybreak  and  finished 
up  by  twilight — 7  days  a  week  and  the 
wife  and  children  helping. 

And  still  some  of  my  best  friends  are 
getting  tired  voting  for  farm  bills.  The 
Prophet  Elijah  had  something  to  say  to 
King  David  about  that  on  one  occasion. 
Here  is  labor  and  industry  and  commerce 
and  transportation — with  their  great 
flocks  and  high  wages  and  high  rates  and 
high  dividends  and  high  quotations  cn 
the  stock  market.  And  they  take  away 
from  the  farmer  his  one  poor  little 
lamb — this  pitiful  little  farm  bill. 

I  will  tell  you  what  I  will  do,  brethren. 
I  will  make  you  a  fair  proposition.  If 
you  will  repeal  all  the  labor  laws  on  the 
statute  books — minimum  wage,  child 
labor,  collective  bargaining,  labor  rela¬ 
tions,  immigration,  and  all  the  rest  of 
them — the  fanner  will  give  up  his  little 
farm  bill  you  are  getting  so  tired  of. 
Either  everybody  come  down  or  nobody 
come  down.  Either  a  law  for  the  farmer 
or  a  law  for  nobody.  The  farmer  does 
not  object  to  the  high  prices  you  charge 
him.  The  fanner  believes  in  high 
prices — to  every  man  the  assured  fruitage 
of  his  toil.  But  the  farmer  believes  in 
reciprocity.  That  its  what  I  have  been 
practicing  every  time  I  voted  for  a  labor 
bill.  And  I  am  going  to  continue  to  vote 
for  them.  They  are  simple  justice. 

But  let  us  go  a  little  easy  on  that  tired 
business. 

Kiplinger  says  in  his  letter  this  week 
that  food  is  the  greatest  bargain  on  the 
markets  of  the  Nation  today.  And  that 
is  unquestionably  true.  It  takes  less 
hours  of  labor  to  buy  food  today  than 
ever  before.  And  the  farmers  gets  the 
smallest  part  of  the  dollar  paid  for  food 
of  anybody.  The  man  who  delivered 
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that  bottle  of  milk  at  your  door  this 
morning  gets  more  out  of  what  you  paid 
for  it  than  the  man  who  owns  the  farm 
and  the  herd  and  pays  the  taxes  and 
works  14  hours  a  day.  If  the  farmer  do¬ 
nated  the  wheat  that  goes  in  your  loaf 
of  bread  the  loaf  would  not  cost  you  a 
cent  less  at  the  grocery  store. 

Surely  the  laborer  is  worthy  of  his 
hire.  So  do  not  grow  weary  of  well¬ 
doing.  Do  not  get  tired  of  voting  even 
the  meager  wage  he  gets.  I  don’t  like  this 
bill.  But  this  is  all  we  can  get.  It  is  this 
or  nothing. 

Do  not  bite  the  hand  that  feeds  you. 
The  farmer  is  giving  you  more  and  better 
food  than  ever  before — and  at  the  low¬ 
est  price  in  terms  of  labor — ever  paid. 

My  friends,  let  me  plead  with  you. 
Do  not  kick  the  underdog.  Give  us  a 
square  deal.  Just  enough  to  let  us  stay 
on  the  farm  our  fathers  left  us. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is 
on  the  preferential  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman], 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Michel]. 

Mi-.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  us  today 
carries  a  little  better  than  $3.9  billion  in 
new  money.  The  ACP  program  in  oper¬ 
ation  in  this  country  today  has  1,208,000 
farmers  participating  and  there  are 
1,161,000  farms  and  ranches  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  The  amount  of  money  in  this  bill 
for  the  ACP  program  for  the  fiscal  year 
1960  in  actual  money  totals  $241,500,000. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  compare 
that  amount  with  the  amount  in  this 
bill  for  conservation  reserve.  In  this 
bill  we  have  $310  million  for  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve.  There  are  125,000  people 
participating  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program.  We  further  authorize  for  the 
next  year  $325  million  for  conservation 
reserve. 

Now,  compare  the  number  of  farmers 
in  the  conservation  reserve  program  and 
those  in  the  ACP  program.  If  there  is 
one  part  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
benefits  the  small  farmer,  it  is  this  par¬ 
ticular  portion  of  the  bill,  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram.  Here  in  this  country,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  agriculture  represents  13  percent 
of  the  population  and  receives  about  6 
percent  of  the  total  income.  I  say  to 
you  if  you  want  to  hurt  the  little  farmer, 
the  man  that  needs  more  help  today 
than  anyone  else,  all  you  have  to  do  is 
vote  in  favor  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  distinguished  friend  from  Illinois. 
As  pointed  out  by  my  chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten], 
our  new  member,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Michel],  the  sponsor  of  this 
amendment,  is  making  a  fine  member  of 
this  committee,  but  I  would  like  to  say 
to  him  that  in  his  district,  even  though 
half  of  it  is  urban  and  half  of  it  is  rural, 
there  are  more  little  f aimers  receiving 
benefits  from  this  program  than  from 
any  other  part  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
is  voted  down. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Are 
we  not  here  asking  ourselves  this  ques¬ 
tion:  Shall  we  or  shall  we  not  pay  some 
attention  to  the  condition  of  our  soil  50 
years  from  now? 

Mr>  NATCHER.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Now, 
through  this  program  it  is  a  well-estab¬ 
lished  fact  that  for  every  dollar  the 
farmer  receives  in  assistance  he  con¬ 
tributes  at  least  $2,  if  not  $3,  of  his  own 
time  and  money  to  see  to  it  that  those 
particular  practices  are  applied  to  his 
land,  in  other  words,  for  $250  million  of 
ACP  money  the  fanners  of  the  United 
States  are  applying  directly  to  the  soils 
of  the  country  at  least  $500  million  in 
increased  value  of  the  soil,  not  just  for 
themselves  but  for  the  Nation  generally. 
They  are  mere  temporary  caretakers  of 
that  soil,  that  thin  layer  measured  in 
inches  that  provides  the  food  for  the 
people  of  the  United  States.  But,  they 
are  taking  care  of  that  soil  for  these  300 
million  people  that  I  mentioned  earlier 
today  who  will  be  in  the  United  States 
of  America  just  50  short  years  from  now. 

I  think  it  would  be  the  height  of  fool¬ 
ishness  to  accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  cer¬ 
tainly  has  made  a  forthright  statement 
in  behalf  of  his  own  position.  I  want  to 
make  it  very  clear  that  I  carry  no  brief 
for  the  large  farmer,  because  I  have  no 
so-called  corporate  or  large  farmers  in 
my  district.  They  are  small  farmers, 
and  as  I  indicated  earlier  in  my  remarks, 
since  there  are  so  many  small  farmers, 
it  is  going  to  take  a  couple  of  bucks  out 
of  their  pocket,  and  that  is  not  an  easy 
thing  for  me  to  <  o,  to  go  back  to  my 
farmers  and  say,  “I  am  going  to  propose 
to  cut  you  out  of  10  or  15  or  50  bucks.” 

But  I  am  looking  at  this  in  an  objec¬ 
tive  way.  Do  we  want  to  increase  the 
productivity  of  millions  of  acres  of  land 
when  at  the  same  time  our  overall  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  country  is  one  of  overpro¬ 
duction? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
that  the  amendment  be  voted  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Michel)  there 
were — ayes  53,  noes  95. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wis¬ 
consin:  On  page  14,  line  18,  strike  out  the 
period  in  line  18,  insert  a  colon  and  add 
"Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  appropriated  herein  for  soil  building 
and  soil  and  water  conserving  practices,  un¬ 
der  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  shall  be  used  to  make  small  payment 
increases  as  provided  in  section  8  (e)  of  that 
Act.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 

Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  reserve 
his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  my  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  re¬ 
serves  his  point  of  order  against  the 

amendment. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 

Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  action  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  reserv¬ 
ing  his  point  of  order  rather  than  press¬ 
ing  it  at  this  time.  I  am  hopeful,  after 
an  explanation  of  my  amendment,  that 
the  gentleman  will  recognize  the  merits 
of  the  amendment,  for  one;  and  the  re¬ 
marks  I  make  will  go  to  the  question 
whether  a  point  of  order  would  lie 
against  this  amendment.  So  we  may 
save  time  on  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  and  the  real  effect  of  this 
amendment  would  be  to  increase  the 
payments  under  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  actual  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  without  any  increase  in  the 
appropriation  for  that  purpose. 

I  did  not  realize  that  this  was  the 
situation  until  I  was  advised  by  the 
chairman  of  our  State  ASC  committee 
in  Wisconsin  of  problems  that  they  have 
encountered  under  section  8(e)  in  the 
1938  act,  which  provides  these  so-called 
small  payments.  Under  the  law  enacted 
in  1938  payments  made  to  farmers  un¬ 
der  the  ACP  program  are  increased  by 
specific  percentage  amounts  if  the  pay¬ 
ments  are  less  than  $200.  This  is  known 
as  the  small  payments  increase  provi¬ 
sion.  All  of  these  increases  are  in  small 
amounts.  Under  the  formula  provided 
by  law  they  run  from  $8  to  $14  a  farm, 
depending  upon  the  size  of  the  payment 
which  thq  farmer  otherwise  would  earn 
as  a  result  of  his  practices. 

In  the  aggregate,  however,  they  repre¬ 
sent  a  sizeable  portion  of  the  funds  paid 
by  the  Federal  Government  for  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  In  1957,  for  example,  the 
latest  year  for  which  I  have  data,  small 
payment  increases  cost  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  $10,743,000. 

This  large  amount  of  money  was  not 
paid  for  soil  conservation  practices.  It 
was  purely  a  gratuitous  gesture  on  the 
part  of  the  Federal  Government.  It  did 
not  produce  a  dime’s  worth  of  soil  con¬ 
servation.  On  the  contrary,  and  this  is 
the  tragic  part,  this  $10  million  was  with¬ 
held  from  funds  which  otherwise  would 
be  available  for  payments  to  farmers  for 
carrying  out  conservation  practices. 

This  is  conservation  in  reverse.  From 
1938  through  1957,  over  $600  million  have 
been  paid  out  in  these  so-called  small 
payment  increases.  Not  1  cent  of  this 
has  gone  for  soil  conservation.  Over 
$600  million  has  been  spent  which  other¬ 
wise  might  have  been  used  to  build  up  our 
soil. 

This  has  come  about  either  through 
legislative  inertia  or  oversight.  ACP 
payments  were  originally  of  two  types: 
first,  conservation  practice  payment; 
and,  secondly,  payments  for  planting 
within  reduced  acreage  allotments  in  the 
case  of  certain  soil  depleting  crops. 
Legislative  history  shows  that  the  major 
purpose  of  the  small  payment  increase 


provision,  added  in  1938,  was  to  encour¬ 
age  small  farms  to  participate  in  the 
acreage  reduction  program. 

Beginning  in  1944,  however,  payments 
for  acreage  reduction  ended  and  since 
that  time,  assistance  under  ACP  has  been 
limited  solely  to  conservation  practices. 
But,  the  basic  law  has  never  been 
changed  and  so,  we  still  continue  to  make 
small  payment  increases  which  were 
meant  for  a  purpose  which  has  long  since 
lost  its  validity.  The  Administration 
recommended,  in  1955,  and  has  since 
urged,  that  the  small  payment  increase — 
section  8(e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act — be  repealed, 
but  Congress  has  never  acted  upon  that 
recommendation. 

Thus,  we  continue  to  pay  out  over  $10 
million  a  year,  in  driblets  of  $8  to  $14, 
for  no  purpose  whatsoever,  withholding 
this  large  sum  from  funds  which  are 
supposed  to  be,  and  should  be,  used  for 
actual  conservation  practices.  If  we  ask 
what  this  means  to  the  farmers  and  to 
the  people  who  are  interested  in  this 
program,  just  let  me  read  a  paragraph 
from  a  letter  I  received  recently  from  the 
clerk  of  the  Guthrie  County  ASC  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Guthrie  Center,  Iowa.  He 
says: 

This  payment  is  purely  a  gift  and  does  no 
good  whatsoever  in  encouraging  soil  con¬ 
servation  practices.  In  many  cases  in  our 
county,  refund  of  this  gift  is  necessary  be 
cause  later  in  the  same  year  an  individual 
may  do  another  practice  bringing  the  total 
payment  over  $200. 

I  continue  to  quote  from  the  letter: 

In  cases  where  a  purchase  order  is  written 
for  example  on  lime,  the  Government’s  share 
is  made  to  the  contractor  and  then  several 
months  later  the  farmer  receives  a  check  of 
$14  and  he  comes  to  the  county  office  to  in¬ 
quire  what  this  payment  represents. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  this 
$10  million  or  more  that  we  are  spend¬ 
ing  in  this  giveaway  proposition  could 
very  well  be  used  to  implement  what  we 
can  actually  pay  in  a  matching  formula 
under  actual  soil  conservation  practices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  the 
amendment  being  not  only  what  I  con¬ 
sider  meritorious  to  improve  our  soil 
conservation  program  and  make  avail¬ 
able  more  money  for  actual  soil  conser¬ 
vation  practices  is  in  order  as  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  be¬ 
fore  speaking  on  the  point  of  order,  I 
would  like  to  answer  some  of  the  state¬ 
ments  made. 

First,  this  provision,  as  was  pointed 
out  by  the  gentleman,  was  written  into 
the  law  in  1938.  It  has  been  my  expe¬ 
rience  and  observation  that  the  reason 
for  many  small  farms  in  the  country  may 
be  the  lack  of  attention  in  the  years  past 
to  preserving  the  soil  and  things  of  that 
sort.  It  is  recognized  that  the  larger 
operators  are  more  apt  to  do  the  things 
that  the  soil  needs  more  frequently  than 
the  small  operators.  In  the  basic  law, 
this  provision  was  written  in  here  on  the 
basis  that  by  a  small  payment,  which 
generally  is  tied  up  to  a  small  farm,  the 
Government  will  contribute  a  larger 
share  of  the  cost  of  the  practice.  That 
is  the  basis  on  which  it  was  written  into 
the  law.  And,  it  is  the  basis  on  which 
it  has  been  operated,  so  far  as  I  know. 
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This  usually  is  tied  to  the  small  farms. 
Your  procedure  in  every  county  is  that 
the  county  committee  advises  the  rate  at 
which  the  Federal  Government  will  make 
contributions  within  the  limit  of  the 
money  available.  That  is  the  policy  of 
small  payments  which  has  existed  since 
1938. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  to  the  point  of 
order.  The  gentleman’s  amendment  is 
tied  to  the  money  which  this  bill  would 
appropriate  to  pay  for  contracts  entered 
into  last  year.  I  would  respectfully  sub¬ 
mit  here  that  to  tie-  strings  to  the  money 
that  is  authorized  under  the  basic  act  for 
this  additional  contribution  under  small 
payments  on  contracts  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  owes,  certainly  should  not  lie 
here.  That  is  a  matter  having  to  do 
with  legislation.  If  the  law  needs  to  be 
changed,  I  am  certain  the  gentleman 
could  ably  offer  his  recommendations  to 
the  legislative  committee  on  agriculture 
where  this  matter  should  go. 

Here  in  this  bill,  and  we  fought  over 
this  many  times,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
conservation  program,  the  ACP  program, 
you  do  two  things.  You  announce  next 
year’s  program  and  you  provide  funds 
for  the  payment  of  existing  contracts 
which  have  been  entered  into  under  the 
previous  year’s  announced  program. 
This  particular  amendment  would  pro¬ 
hibit  the  payment  of  some  funds  under 
existing  contracts.  I  respectfully  submit 
it  is  improper  to  reach  at  it  in  this  way, 
and  I  think  the  amendment  is  subject  to 
a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  desire  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wish  only  to  repeat  what  I 
said  during  my  principal  remarks,  that 
I  present  the  amendment  as  a  limitation 
on  an  appropriation  and  I  believe  on  that 
basis  the  amendment  is  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Kilday).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has 
offered  an  amendment  which  has  been 
reported  by  the  Clerk.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  has  made  a  point  of 
order  against  the  amendment  on  the 
ground  that  it  constitutes  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill.  The  Chair  would 
point  out  that  the  amendment,  as  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  is  a 
proviso  to  the  language  contained  in  the 
bill  providing  that  no  part  of  any  funds 
appropriated  herein — and  then  states  the 
limitation  of  purpose  for  which  the  funds 
appropriated  in  this  bill  shall  not  be 
used.  Therefore,  the  Chair  is  con¬ 
strained  to  hold  that  this  constitutes  a 
limitation  on  the  use  of  the  funds  and, 
therefore,  would  be  in  order.  The  Chair 
overrules  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I 
simply  point  out  the  fact  that  this  law 
has  been  in  existence  since  1938.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  to  that,  announcement  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  made  last  year.  The  money  in 
this  bill  is  for  the  purpose  of  paying  exist¬ 
ing  contracts.  I  respectfully  submit  to 
my  good  friend  from  Wisconsin  that 
the  place  to  handle  this  problem  is  in 
the  legislative  committee.  Let  them 
consider  it  and  report  appropriate  legis¬ 


lation.  I  think  it  is  improper  here  at  this 
time  to  attempt  to  eliminate  a  part  of 
existing  contracts;  and  I  therefore  hope 
the  amendment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  do  not 
intend  to  extend  the  debate;  I  would 
suggest  to  the  gentleman  that  I  have 
brought  the  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  legislative  committee,  and  it  is  my 
hope  that  as  far  as  future  years  are  con¬ 
cerned  the  law  will  be  changed  so  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  use  this  method,  but 
as  far  as  this  particular  $10  million  is 
concerned,  it  could  be  made  available 
for  conservation  practices.  I  suggest  to 
the  gentleman  that  the  contract  that  is 
made  is  a  contract  to  perform  certain 
practices  and  then  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  assure  a  certain  amount. 
This  only  goes  into  effect  in  this  way  so 
far  as  the  $200  payment  is  concerned. 
If  it  comes  out  to  $186  they  then  make 
his  check  out  for  $200.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  recalls  the  case  that  was 
written  about  to  me  by  the  AFC  clerk  in 
Iowa.  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  eay  in  conclu¬ 
sion  that  the  little  operators  should  be 
protected  and  that  the  bulk  of  the  funds 
should  not  go  to  the  big  operators.  The 
purpose  the  gentleman  has  in  mind  we 
may  agree  with,  but  it  should  be  done 
by  proper  legislation. 

This  law  has  been  carried  out  as  it  is 
since  1938,  and  I  respectfully  submit 
that  when  we  make  contracts  we  should 
honor  our  commitments  and  should  not 
by  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  such 
as  this  to  entirely  change  a  policy  that 
was  announced  last  year  under  a  law 
that  has  been  in  effect  since  1938.  Let 
us  allow  the  appropriate  committee 
straighten  this  out. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  has  correctly  stated  that  this 
does  involve  around  $10  million  or  $11 
million,  but  this  is  not  the  way  to  reach 
it.  If  the  gentleman  has  strong  feelings 
on  the  subject  an  amendment  with 
proper  drafting  by  way  of  the  legislative 
committee  is  the  proper  course.  This 
amendment  would,  of  course,  apply 
mostly  to  small  farms. 

Just  purely  from  an  equitable  stand¬ 
point  and  the  fact  that  the  gentleman 
did  not  offer  an  amendment  coincident- 
ally  which  would  take  off  the  $10  million 
from  the  amount  in  the  bill  means,  I 
think,  that  this  would  just  play  into  the 
hands  of  the  large  operators. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Nobody 
could  lose  much  money.  The  gentleman 
will  certainly  concede  that  no  individual 
farmer  in  any  1  year  could  lose  more 
than  $14.  Under  this  program  that  is 
the  maximum,  $14  that  is  paid  on  the 
small  farm  to  the  individual  farmer.  So 
this  is  not  a  case  of  taking  a  million  dol¬ 
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lars  or  $100,000  from  a  farmer.  The 
most  that  could  be  taken  would  be  $14. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  If  it 
is  $14  or  $50  or  even  $100,  the  principle 
is  the  same.  That  is  the  trouble  with 
this  kind  of  amendment  offered  from  the 
floor.  In  all  equity  such  amendments 
should  not  come  up  here  and  be  decided 
after  5  or  10  minutes  of  debate.  To  deal 
with  such  situations  is  why  we  have  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  voted 
down. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

[Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Committee.  His  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Byrnes  of 
Wisconsin)  there  were — ayes  51,  noes 
89. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
the  bill  was  being  considered  under  the 
5 -minute  rule,  I  had  planned  to  offer 
an  amendment  which  would  limit  loans 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  $25,000.  Since  I  was  unable  to  find 
language  which  would  not  be  subject  to 
a  point  of  order,  I  decided  not  to  offer 
the  amendment. 

Had  I  offered  such  an  amendment  it 
would  have  been  in  keeping  with  my 
very  basic  and  deep-rooted  philosophical 
belief  that  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  is  entirely  wrong.  I  take  these 
few  minutes  to  briefly  tell  you  why  I 
think  it  is  wrong. 

Since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  we  have  continually  voted  more 
and  more  money  for  farm  subsidises. 
We  vote  public  power  subsidies,  we  vote 
subsidies  to  local  cities  and  municipal¬ 
ities  with  which  they  can  build  sewerage 
treatment  plants,  we  have  started  to  re¬ 
build  cities  through  the  urban  renewal 
program,  and  we  are  talking  about  aid 
to  education.  We  continue  to  subsidize 
housing,  and  we  talk  of  subsidizing  de¬ 
pressed  areas. 

May  I  say  that  I  am  not  opposed  to 
all  of  these  programs  I  have  voted  for 
many  of  them  and  probably  shall  vote 
for  others.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  where 
is  this  going  to  end? 

I  suppose  asking  that  question  is  re¬ 
actionary,  but  it  is  understandable  when 
you  consider  my  background  and  the 
type  of  life  I  have  led.  I  was  always 
taught  that  when  you  wanted  some¬ 
thing  you  went  out  and  you  earned  it, 
and  you  did  not  run  to  the  Government 
first  to  ask  for  it. 

Stop  and  think  about  this.  The  pres¬ 
ent  speaker  in  the  well  of  the  House  is 
43  years  of  age.  More  than  50  percent 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


7481 


of  the  people  of  this  country  are  my  age 
or  younger.  I  was  17  in  1933  when  this 
great,  tremendous,  emphasis  upon  the 
solution  of  individual  problems  by  Gov¬ 
ernment  began,  and  has  continued  under 
Democratic  and  Republican  administra¬ 
tions.  At  the  age  of  17  I  had  not 
thought  much  about  Government.  So, 
I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that  over  half  of 
the  people  in  this  country  today  have 
known  nothing  but  Government  help; 
they  have  known  nothing  but  looking 
first  to  the  Government  to  solve  their  in¬ 
dividual  and  personal  problems  before 
they  look  to  themselves.  It  has  become 
very  easy  to  ask  the  Government  to  ful¬ 
fill  our  needs — much  easier  than  doing 
something  for  ourselves. 

Such  an  attitude  has  weakened  us  as 
a  people.  We  take  the  easy  way  out. 
We  pass  our  debts  on  to  our  grandchil¬ 
dren.  We  endanger  our  financial  sta¬ 
bility  and  inflate  our  currency.  We 
penalize  thrift  and  industry;  we  en¬ 
courage  spending  and  idleness.  In  this 
day  and  age  we  live  in  a  false  paradise  of 
cropless  farming  and  workless  pay.  At 
the  same  time  we  observe  the  other  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world,  where  people  ask  less 
of  their  government,  catching  us  in  pro¬ 
duction,  and  making  it  conceivable  that 
some  time  in  the  not  too  distant  future 
the  United  States  of  America  could  be¬ 
come  a  second-rate  power. 

I  have  always  felt  that  Congress  should 
lead  and  should  not  follow.  I  have  al¬ 
ways  thought  it  was  our  duty  to  look  at 
our  Government  over  the  long  pull  and 
to  do  what  is  best  for  this  Nation  over 
the  long  pull.  But,  de  we  do  so  by  mak¬ 
ing  it  posible  for  our  people  to  take  the 
easy  way  out  and  instinctively  look  to 
Government  first  before  looking  to  them¬ 
selves? 

I  am  sorry  to  say  that  Congress  ap¬ 
parently  has  become  something  like  the 
Las  Vegas  croupier  who  watches  the  po¬ 
litical  wheel  of  fortune  and  makes  his 
payments  accordingly. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  this  Congress  will 
soon  have  the  courage  to  take  an  honest 
look,  a  long  and  hard  look,  at  the  price 
support  system,  to  realize  that  it  is  not 
in  the  bgst  interest  of  the  farmers  or  of 
the  Nation,  and  to  start  upon  a  gradual 
program  of  returning  farms  to  farmers 
and  getting  the  taxpayer  out  of  the  price 
support  business. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  one  of  those  who 
farmed  in  the  twenties  and  all  through 
the  thirties,  and  we  tried  during  that 
time  just  what  the  gentleman  from  Cal¬ 
ifornia  [Mr.  Gubser]  now  advocates. 
We  tried  to  get  along  with  our  agri¬ 
cultural  institution  without  any  con¬ 
sideration  from  the  Government  what¬ 
soever.  Those  of  you— and  I  know  there 
are  quite  a  few  here — hark  back  to  1932 
and  remember  when  we  sold  good  corn 
on  my  farm  in  Minnesota  for  8  cents  a 
bushel  or  10  cents  and  sometimes  per¬ 
haps  a  little  less.  Anybody  who  went 
through  that  period  would  not  get  up 
and  make  the  speech -that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  just  now  made.  In 
my  opinion  he  has  not  gone  through  the 
fire,  and  it  is  absolutely  essential  that 


the  Government  prevent  the  recurrence 
of  such  a  catastrophe  by  maintaining  a 
reasonable  price  support  program.  It 
is  not  only  good  for  the  farmers  of 
America;  it  is  also  good  for  the  entire 
economy.  And,  I  remember  in  that 
year,  1932,  when  the  total  gross  income 
of  the  people  of  America  was  less  than 
$45  billion.  Why?  Simply  because,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen] 
said  earlier  today,  the  farm  dollar  was 
not  there  to  generate  purchasing  power. 

No,  my  friends,  those  who  advocate 
that  we  can  do  without  price  supports  at 
the  same  time  when  through  the  mini¬ 
mum  wage  and  union  contracts  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  assures  union  labor  top  prices 
for  their  work,  have  a  wrong  outlook.  I 
think  perhaps  something  is  wrong  with 
the  line  of  thinking  of  some  of  my 
friends. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yelled  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  who  implies  that  I  was  not 
around  during  the  tough  days - 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I  just 
implied  that  the  gentleman  did  not  go 
through  that  crucial  period. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  was  most  definitely 
around  during  that  crucial  period  and 
remember  it  well.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman — and  I  hate  to  recite  per¬ 
sonal  history — my  grandfather  came  to 
this  country  in  1893  as  an  immigrant 
from  Switzerland  with  nothing  more 
than  a  sachel  which  he  carried  with 
him.  He  went  into  debt  for  a  piece  of 
property  and  entered  the  farming  busi¬ 
ness.  He  raised  my  father  and  four 
other  children  on  that  piece  of  property, 
and  I  am  proud  to  say  that  the  Gubser 
family  is  still  farming  that  same  piece 
of  property,  farming  it  well,  fanning  it 
prosperously,  and  we  have  yet  to  ask 
for  a  single  dime  in  price  supports  from 
Uncle  Sam. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Marketing  research  and  service 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research 
and  service  to  improve  and  develop  market¬ 
ing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture 
as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other 
laws,  including  the  administration  of  mar¬ 
keting  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith: 
Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a 
for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any 
one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  ex¬ 
cept  for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750 
or  3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater: 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  a  ques¬ 
tion  with  reference  to  the  language  com¬ 
mencing  on  page  12,  line  20,  continuing 
through  page  13,  line  4.  What  is  the 
justification  for  those  provisos? 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  2 
years  ago  there  was  an  effort  at  the  de¬ 
partmental  level  to  strike  out  some  of  the 
practices  that  had  been  carried  on  in  the 
various  States  and  counties.  The  Con¬ 
gress  strongly  differed  with  the  action 
by  the  Department.  We  thought  the 
Department  had  agreed  to  go  along  with 
the  preceding  year’s  program.  It  de¬ 
veloped  that  just  prior  to  our  conference 
report  instructions  had  gone  out  to  elimi¬ 
nate  some  of  those  practices.  So  the 
committee,  in  an  effort  to  keep  the  agree¬ 
ment  which  we  thought  had  been  reached 
wrote  this  language  in. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  esti¬ 
mates:  For  research  and  development  relat¬ 
ing  to  agricultural  marketing  and  distribu¬ 
tion,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  in¬ 
come  and  population,  and  demand  for  farm 
products,  and  for  crop  and  livestock  esti¬ 
mates,  $15,044,500:  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue 
to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special 
study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farm¬ 
er  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further.  That 
no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated 
shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident 
to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop; 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Vanik:  Page  15, 
line  18,  after  “consumer”,  strike  out  “ Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  no'  part  of  the  funds 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates 
of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  com¬ 
mercial  crop;”  and  insert  a  period. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few 
years  back  they  used  to  say,  “An  apple 
a  day  keeps  the  doctor  away.”  Well, 
today  the  price  of  apples  has  skyrocketed 
so  high  that  it  is  cheaper  to  get  the 
doctor.  They  seem  to  have  placed  the 
apple  completely  out  of  the  American 
diet.  I  do  not  know  what  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  the  price  of  apples  is  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  language,  but  I  cannot  for  the 
life  of  me  understand  why  it  remains 
in  the  bill.  I  understand  it  has  been  in 
previous  legislation  at  the  request  of  the 
apple  producers. 

Mr.  HORAN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  to  me,  it  is  not  in  here  at  my  re¬ 
quest,  I  can  assure  the  gentleman.  If 
you  knock  it  out,  that  is  all  right  with 
me. 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  am  glad  to  have  the 
able  support  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HORAN.  It  does  not  mean  a 
thing  in  the  world.  The  only  warehouse 
receipts  that  mean  a  thing  are  for  the 
commercial  crop.  So  we  can  shorten  this 
debate  a  long  ways  if  we  vote  right  now. 

Mr.  VANIK.  If  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  amendment,  I  am  willing  to  cease 
discussion  of  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  not  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  accept  the  amendment  on  behalf 
of  the  committee.  May  I  say  that  this 
language  was  put  in  here  at  the  instance 
of  the  applegrowers? 
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Mr.  HORAN.  That  is  not  the  case. 
It  is  for  the  applegrowers  of  a  certain 
section. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  was  in  the  midst  of 
saying  that  certainly  it  was  not  at  the 
instance  of  my  friend  who  is  on  the  sub¬ 
committee.  I  certainly  have  no  personal 
knowledge  of  it.  The  argument  offered 
for  it  was  that  just  about  the  time  the 
producers  had  apples  for  sale,  they  began 
to  estimate  the  crop  so  high  that  the 
farmer  did  not  get  anything  for  his  ap¬ 
ples.  Later  it  developed  that  these 
guesses  or  estimates  were  unsound  and 
that  there  was  a  shortage,  but  by  then 
the  farmer  had  gotten  rid  of  his  apples. 
I  do  not  have  any  personal  knowledge  of 
it,  but  as  long  as  the  claim  is  that  they 
estimate  the  supply  tremendously  high 
to  get  them  out  of  the  farmers’  hands 
and  to  get  a  higher  price  for  them,  and 
as  long  as  the  argument  is  on  the  other 
side,  I  would  rather  that  the  matter  be 
gone  into  a  little  more  thoroughly  than 
just  to  grab  it  at  the  moment.  That  is 
the  story. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  point  out  that  the  very  language  I 
seek  to  remove  from  this  bill  is  argued 
for  in  the  report  on  page  20  where  they 
say: 

For  example,  the  development  of  objective 
methods  of  forecasting  and  estimating  pro¬ 
duction  of  cling  peaches  appears  to  be  an 
Important  matter  in  the  peach-growing  areas 
of  the  country. 

I  want  to  know  the  difference  between 
these  two  fruits;  that  is,  if  it  is  desirable 
to  have  this  for  one,  why  not  have  it 
for  the  other?  Why  should  there  not  be 
a  uniform  policy  with  respect  to  fruit? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  yield  to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  say 
with  respect  to  the  language  just  pointed 
out,  we  are  trying  to  set  up  a  workable 
program.  But  I  would  like  to  say  now 
that  I  have  no  personal  knowledge  of 
the  particular  instance.  There  was  an 
incident  reported  where  this  language 
was  questioned.  With  that  much  diver¬ 
sity  involved  in  it,  I  think  the  matter 
ought  to  be  gone  into  a  little  more  thor¬ 
oughly  before  this  is  stricken  out. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  will  accept  your 
amendment  right  now.  You  cannot 
store  peaches  so  your  reference  to 
peaches  has  no  relation  to  apples.  It 
is  true  that  with  respect  to  winter  fruits 
such  as  winter  pears  and  applies,  they 
do  have  warehouse  accounting  on  the 
first  of  December  and  it  has  a  commer¬ 
cial  value,  but  only  to  the  commercial 
crop.  And  they  are  excepted  in  this 
language,  and  it  will  continue  because 
it  is  valuable  to  the  producer  and  it  is 
a  safeguard  to  the  small  farmer.  Yet, 
a  lot  of  small  farmers  produce  apples 
and  winter  pears. 

Mr.  VANIK.  As  I  look  at  this  gen¬ 
eral  appropriation  bill,  my  attention  has 
been  brought  to  the  special  provisos  for 
apples  which,  it  seems  to  me,  have  no 
place  in  an  appropriation  bill  and  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik]. 


The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  including  carrying  out 
title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities 
of  the  Department  in  connection  with  for¬ 
eign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances 
and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the 
Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766) , 
$3,518,300:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,- 
000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropri¬ 
ation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and 
full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  com¬ 
modities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive 
basis:  Provided  further.  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  $2,493,000  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall 
be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall 
be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  said  section  32:  Provided  further. 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  $1,310,000  in  foreign  currencies  de¬ 
rived  from  sales  under  title  I  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  and  made  available  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  be 
available  for  expenses  of  the  agricultural 
attach^  service  and  for  general  operating 
expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  section  104 
(a)  of  that  Act. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  to  ask  the 
committee  for  a  little  further  explana¬ 
tion  about  this  section  on  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service  on  page  21  and  page  22 
of  the  committee  report.  There  is  some 
discussion  there,  but  the  one  thing  I  am 
particularly  interested  in  is  this  state¬ 
ment: 

The  Department  has  been  requested  to 
develop  information  on  prices  for  which 
Public  Law  480  commodities  are  sold  by  for¬ 
eign  governments.  The  committee  would 
appreciate  receiving  this  information  as  soon 
as  it  is  available. 

I  presume  from  that  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  not  been  getting  that  informa¬ 
tion  before.  It  is  of  real  concern  to  me 
that  they  have  not  been. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  agree  with  him  and 
that  is  the  situation.  Early  in  our  hear¬ 
ings,  we  asked  the  Department  for  this 
information  and  when  we  closed  our 
hearings,  we  still  had  not  obtained  it. 
Involved  in  this  is  Public  Law  480,  as  I 
understand  it.  One  of  the  chief  argu¬ 
ments  is  that  it  will  increase  world  use. 
I  will  not  mention  the  name  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  It  is  no  secret  but  I  will  not  repeat 
it.  In  our  own  investigations,  we  found 
that  at  least  one  country  added  70  per¬ 
cent  to  what  we  get  for  the  commodity 
before  they  resell  it  to  their  own  people. 
We  are  interested  because  we  think  if 
this  is  going  to  be  sponsored  in  the  name 
of  increasing  the  use,  the  only  way  we 
can  tell  whether  it  is  increasing  the  use 
is  to  see  the  rate  at  which  the  govern¬ 
ment  that  we  give  it  to  sells  it  to  its  own 
people.  But  they  promised  us  the  in¬ 
formation,  but  at  the  close  of  the  :  ear- 
ings  we  still  had  not  received  it. 
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Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  want  to 
commend  the  committee  for  this.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  this  whole  subject  of 
Public  Law  480  funds  to  me  is  very  dis¬ 
tressing.  I  think  the  Congress  has  not 
been  doing  its  job  in  insisting  that  the 
executive  department  tighten  up  on 
these  things.  Furthermore,  I  submit 
that  we  still  just  go  through  the  motions 
each  time  we  discuss  the  foreign  aid  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  when  we  do  not  get  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  funds  under  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  The  bulk  of  these 
Public  Law  480  funds  still  are  not  under 
the  control  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  and  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  again,  if 
the  gentleman  will  read  our  report,  we 
call  on  the  Department  next  year  for  a 
report  on  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  in 
connection  with  agriculture  and  the 
same  detailed  basis  on  which  they  do 
things  with  American  dollars.  It  is  a 
start  toward  getting  a  chance  to  see  that 
we  get  the  real  information. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Yes,  and  I 
noticed  that  in  a  prior  paragraph,  which 
was  the  other  thing  that  I  underlined 
and  wanted  to  ask  some  questions  about.  | 
You  are  asking  for  full  justification  and 
I  think  it  is  a  tragedy  that  here  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  at  this  date,  after  this  law  has 
been  in  effect  for  so  many  years,  still  not 
knowing  how  the  funds  are  spent."  We 
are  now  talking  in  terms — what  is  this 
around  $5  billion  or  $6  billion?  and  pos¬ 
sibly  more — and  certainly  with  the  ex¬ 
cess  commodities  that  we  have  which 
will  generate  more  funds  we  are  talking 
in  terms  of  over  $10  billion,  perhaps. 

All  these  moneys  can  be  used  for  the  very 
purposes  that  we  so  meticulously — or  not 
so  meticulously,  perhaps — go  through 
the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill  to 
check.  These  foreign  aid  funds  are 
going  out  this  back  door  and  billions  of 
dollars  are  spent  for  the  same  purposes 
that  the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bills 
cover. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  the  bill  be  considered  as  read  and  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  and  be  open  for  1 
amendment  at  any  point.  There  are 
several  reasons  why  we  are  very  hopeful 
of  completing  this  bill  this  afternoon, 
and  it  should  not  take  but  a  few  minutes, 
if  this  request  is  granted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  remainder  of  the  bill  is  as  follows: 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  Into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  l-17a),  $909,500. 

Soil  hank  program 
Conservation  Reserve 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  as  authorized  by 
subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7 
U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to 
carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  program,  $310,000,000:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  shall  be  avaU- 
able  for  administrative  expenses,  of  which 
not  less  than  $14,400,000  may  be  transferred 
to  the  appropriation  account  “Local  adminis¬ 
tration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment 
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Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter 
into  contracts  with  producers  which,  to¬ 
gether  with  contracts  already  entered  into, 
would  require  payments  to  producers  (in¬ 
cluding  the  cost  of  materials  and  services) 
in  excess  of  $325,000,000  in  any  calendar 
year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limi¬ 
tation,  practice  payments  shall  be  charge¬ 
able  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period: 
Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
to  pay  compensation  to  any  individual  or 
corporation  in  excess  of  $3,000  per  annum: 
Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is 
illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants:  Provided 
further.  That  clause  (2)  of  the  fourth  pro¬ 
viso  relating  to  annual  rental  payments  un¬ 
der  this  head  in  Public  Law  85-459  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  contracts  hereafter  entered 
into :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these 
funds  may  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years  or  to  pay 
annual  rentals  in  excess  of  a  fair  rental 
value  of  land  placed  under  contract,  such 
fair  rental  value  to  be  based  on  the  actual 
production  diverted  each  year. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 
Acreage  Allotments  and  Marketing  Quotas 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and 
carry  out  acreage  allotment  and  marketing 
quota  programs  pursuant  to  provisions  of 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393), 
$39,135,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,886,- 
300  shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation 
account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
(7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $71,500,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  ex¬ 
penditures  (including  transfers)  from  this 
appropriation  for  other  than  payments  to 
sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,297,426. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Operating  and  Administrative  Expenses 
For  operating  and  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as  follows: 

Loan  authorizations 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act, 
and  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  said  Act, 
as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program, 
$136,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$79,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to 
exceed  $25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be 
borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  the  fiscal  year  1960  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural 
electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

Salaries  and  expenses 
For  administrative  expenses,  including  not 
to  exceed  $500  for  financial  and  credit  re¬ 
ports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a), 
$9,632,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles 
I,  II,  and  the  related  provisions  of  title  IV 


of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031);  the  Farm¬ 
ers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C. 
371;  35  D.C.  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080); 
the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40  U.S.C.  436-439) ; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  facilities  for  water  storage  and 
utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of 
the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  as¬ 
sistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural  Reha¬ 
bilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation 
Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440- 
444) ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers,  1948 
flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  prop¬ 
erty  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63 
Stat.  82);  the  collecting  and  servicing  of 
credit  sales  and,  development  accounts  in 
water  conservation  and  utilization  projects 
(53  Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1  and  z — 10); 
and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests, 
approved  September  6;  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033- 
1039)',  as  follows: 

Loan  authorizations 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  and  taxes  under  section  50  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the 
acquisition  and  preservation  of  security  of 
obligations  under  the  foregoing  several  au¬ 
thorities,  except  that  such  advances  under 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  shall  be  made  from  funds  ob¬ 
tained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title 
IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to 
farm  population  and  prevalence  of  tenancy, 
in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  dis¬ 
tributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation 
projects  and  to  entrymen  on  unpatented 
public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended, 
$2,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  the 
foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  borrowed 
in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
set  forth  under  this  head  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act, 
1952:  Provided  further,  That  an  additional 
amount,  not  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be 
borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  fiscal  year  1960  under  the 
then  existing  conditions  for  the  expendi- 
tious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  not  to  exceed 
$5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  available  for 
loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV 
of  such  Act,  as  amended. 

Salaries  and  expenses 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting 
loans  and  insured  mortgages,  the  servicing 
and  collecting  of  loans  made  under  prior 
authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  trans¬ 
ferred  to  Farmers’  Home  Administration, 
and  other  administrative  expenses,  $30,300,- 
000,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administra¬ 
tive  expense  charges  made  available  by  sub¬ 
sections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section 
10(c)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as 
amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  pay¬ 
ment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the  use  of  law 
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libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service, 
$3,115,300. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Salaries  and  expenses 
For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture;  expenses  of  the  National 
Agricultural  Advisory  Commission;  station¬ 
ery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  ad¬ 
vertising  of  bids,  communication  service, 
postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and  altera¬ 
tions,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and 
expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for  and 
necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,881,- 
000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropria¬ 
tions  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001). 

Office  of  Information 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  In¬ 
formation  for  the  dissemination  of  agri¬ 
cultural  information  and  the  coordination 
of  informational  work  and  programs  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,431,- 
665,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to 
exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for  farmers’  bul¬ 
letins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the 
country,  an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of 
which  shall  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under 
the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Sen¬ 
ators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Con¬ 
gress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417)  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-three 
thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part 
2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary 
(known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as 
authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  Janu¬ 
ary  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  ex¬ 
hibits  by  the  Department,  not  exceeding  a 
total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

Salaries  and  Expenses 
For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for 
library  membership  in  societies  or  associa¬ 
tions  which  issue  publications  to  members 
only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than 
to  subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $900,000. 

Title  II — Corporations 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are 
hereby  authorized  to  make  such  expenditures, 
within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  availabel  to  each  such  corporation 
or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to 
make  such  contracts  and  commitments  with¬ 
out  regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  section  104  of  the  Government  Corp¬ 
oration  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carryout  out  the  programs  set 
forth  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  for 
such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  herein¬ 
after  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  of  administrative 
operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from 
premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Restoration  of  Capital  Impairment 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  determined 
by  the  appraisal  of  June  30,  1958,  pursuant  to 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as 
amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-l),  $1,435,424,413. 

Limitation  on  Administrative  Expenses 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as 
to  prevent  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
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tion  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any 
program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $39,600,000  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion:  Provided  further.  That  $1,000,000  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  available  only  to  ex¬ 
pand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained 
in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided 
further.  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of 
this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use 
only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time  as 
may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special 
services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis, 
but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation, 
maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of 
any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  in¬ 
terest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of 
pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as 
nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

Reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  Costs  of  Special  Activities 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  authorized  unrecovered  costs 
through  June  30,  1959  (including  interest 
through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows:  (1) 
$63,875,000  under  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1641-1642);  (2)  $104,508,000  for  commodities 
disposed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to 
friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the 
Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1703,  1721-1724);  (3)  $968,016,000  for  the  sale 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  for¬ 
eign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Act 
of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709);  (4)  $35,000  for  grain  made  available 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prevent 
crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  442- 
446);  (5)  $129,000,000  for  strategic  and  other 
materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange 
of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and 
transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856);  (6)  $1,056,500  for 
transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Diseases  of 
animals  and  poultry”  pursuant  to  authority 
contained  under  such  head  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  Appropriation  Act,  1959;  and  (7) 
$1,607,000  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation 
“Marketing  research  and  service”  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  August  31,  1951  (7  U.S.C.  414a), 
for  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  with¬ 
out  charge  to  producers,  as  authorized  by  law 
(7  U8.C.  473a,  511d). 

TITLE  m - RELATED  AGENCIES 

Farm  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments 
collected  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be 
obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  with¬ 
in  available  funds  and  in  accordance  with 
law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from 
the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to  be  in 
excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of 
liquidation  shall  be  declared  as  dividends 
which  shall  be  paid  into  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  TV - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed 
by  law,  appropriations  and  authorizations 
made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall 
be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to 
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those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  four  hundred  and  twenty-five  passenger 
motor  vehicles,  of  which  four  hundred  and 
twenty-three  shall  be  for  replacement  only, 
and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or 
restricting  the  employment  of  aliens  shall 
not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  shall  be  available  for 
uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  De¬ 
partment  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee, 
or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  divi¬ 
sion,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues, 
or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  predication,  oral 
or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests, 
with  respect  to  future  prices  of  cotton  or 
the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  re¬ 
quired  in  or,  incident  to  research  or  experi¬ 
mental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic 
product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended 
in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from 
commodities  or  materials  produced  outside 
of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the 
appropriations  of  the  Department  for  re¬ 
search  and  service  work  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629; 
72  Stat.  1793),  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tracting  or  grants  in  accordance  with  said 
Acts. 


publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support 
or  defeat  legislation  pending  before  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  Appropriation  Act,  1960”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
points  of  order  to  this  portion  of  the  bill? 

If  there  are  no  points  of  order  to  this 
portion  of  the  bill,  are  there  any  amend¬ 
ments  to  this  portion  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment  at  the  desk  on  page  27. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Avery:  Page  27, 
line  18  strike  out  the  period,  add  a  colon, 
and  insert  "Provided  further.  That  no  funds 
appropriated  in  this  section  shall  be  used  to 
process  a  Community  Credit  loan  which  is  in 
excess  of  $50,000.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  action  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  in  reserving  his  point  of  order. 
I  might  add  that  it  appears  to  me,  and 
I  do  not  regard  myself  as  a  constitutional 
lawyer,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  cer¬ 
tainly  this  amendment  would  be  germane 
to  the  bill,  and  as  I  read  the  bill,  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  in  perfect  sequence  to  the 
language  that  precedes  my  amendment 
on  page  27. 

If  there  is  any  other  way  to  accom¬ 
plish  what  I  seek  to  do,  and  that  is  to 
limit  these  large  corporation  farm  loans 
under  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Act,  then  I  would  certainly  be  amenable 


to  amending  my  proposal  or  to  approach 
the  problem  some  other  way.  This  ap¬ 
pears  to  me,  however,  to  be  the  only  ap¬ 
proach  to  it  and  certainly  I  would  beg  the 
committee  to  give  serious  consideration 
to  my  amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Are  we  speaking  now  to 
the  point  of  order  or  to  the  merits  of  my 
amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  was  recognized  in  support 
of  his  amendment;  so  he  is  speaking  on 
the  merits  of  his  amendment.  Should 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  press  his 
point  of  order  the  Chair  would  be  glad 
to  hear  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  on 
the  point  of  order  at  that  time. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr  Chairman,  on  every 
amendment  that  has  been  submitted 
from  the  floor  of  the  House  we  hear  the 
argument  that  it  will  do  harm  to  the 
little  farmer.  I  submit  to  the  committee 
that  if  you  will  study  this  amendment 
you  will  see  it  is  in  harmony  with  the 
intent  of  the  rest  of  the  bill.  You  will 
note  that  in  a  previous  section  we  have 
limited  the  payment  under  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  to  $2,500  to  any  one  cooperator. 
We  have  limited  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  payment  to  $3,000.  -  Therefore,  it 
seems  to  me  perfectly  consistent  that  we 
should  put  a  limit  on  the  amount  of 
Commodity  Credit  loan  that  will  go  to 
any  one  producer.  If  the  amount  $50,000 
is  not  the  right  figure  I  am  not  wedded 
to  that  particular  amount,  but  some¬ 
where  along  the  line  there  should  be  a 
limit  as  to  the  size  of  the  loan  that  would 
go  to  any  one  farmer,  especially  a  cor¬ 
poration  farmer. 

I  refer  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  February  23,  where 
in  the  other  body  a  listing  of  some  of  the 
loans  was  made.  I  will  simply  refer  to  a 
few  of  the  loans  that  were  approved  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
1957.  There  are  two  loans  for  over  $1 
million — one  in  Mississippi  and  one  in 
Arkansas — the  one  in  Mississippi  on  cot¬ 
ton  ;  the  one  in  Arkansas  on  rice.  There 
was  one  loan  for  over  $500,000  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  on  cotton;  12  loans  for  over  $250,- 
000  on  cotton;  and  there  were  two  loans 
of  $250,000  on  rice. 

And  this  is  the  surprising  thing  now 
for  wheat — as  there  has  been  consider¬ 
able  criticism  directed  at  wheat.  The 
largest  wheat  loan  I  can  find  in  this  list¬ 
ing  is  for  $330,000-plus,  for  the  Campbell 
Farming  Corp.  in  the  State  of  Montana. 
If  this  is  the  kind  of  program  you  want, 
for  these  large  loans  to  go  to  these  cor¬ 
poration  farms  and  large  producers  in¬ 
stead  of  to  the  family  type  farm,  that  is 
one  thing,  but  that  is  not  the  purpose 
for  which  the  program  was  initiated. 
Its  purpose  was  to  aid  the  family  farm 
and  not  the  gigantic  agricultural  enter¬ 
prise,  the  large  corporation. 

Regardless  of  the  economics  of  the  sit¬ 
uation,  these  large  loans  are  not  .in  the 
public  interest.  It  cannot  help  but  put 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  a  more 
unfavorable  position  economically  than 
it  is  now.  And  you  cannot  refute  this: 
As  long  as  we  have  a  commitment  to  sup- 


Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  Act  or  of  the  funds  avail-  r 
able  for  expenditure  by  any  corporation  or  ' 
agency  included  In  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
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port  these  commodities  we  are  going  to 
be  bound  morally  and  legally  obligated  to 
pay  storage  on  them  until  they  can  be 
disposed  of  in  some  way.  Let  me  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  storage  bill  of  about 
$1,500,000  a  day  by  the  time  the  harvest 
is  in  for  1959.  That  is  what  this  storage 
bill  will  be,  something  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  $500  million,  or  one-tenth  of  the 
entire  appropriation  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  is  going  to  be  allocated  to 
storage  alone.  If  we  are  going  to  appro¬ 
priate  X  number  of  dollars  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  let  us  give  it  to 
the  farmers  and  not  to  the  commercial 
storage  interests. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  desire  to  press  his  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  first,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  it  is  agreeable  to  the  Chair, 
to  answer  the  gentleman’s  statement  in 
support  of  his  amendment  and  then 
make  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
suggest  that  the  point  of  order  should 
probably  be  disposed  of  first. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
point  of  order  I  make  is  this:  The  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  chartered 
and  its  charter  gives  it  certain  authority. 
The  language  which  the  gentleman  of¬ 
fers  is  legislation. 

We  are  here  dealing  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  in  this  bill.  The  gentleman’s 
limitation  would  apply  to  what  the  Cor¬ 
poration  could  do  and  would  have  the 
effect  of  amending  the  charter  o i  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

May  I  say  in  addition  to  that,  the  ap¬ 
proach  that  the  gentleman  makes  sounds 
very  good.  But  actually  it  would  de¬ 
stroy,  in  my  opinion,  the  farm  program 
that  we  have  left  and  would  be  many, 
many  times  more  expensive  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  than  the  existing  situation.  I  would 
like  to  explain  why.  If  you  limit  the 
amount  of  loans  in  the  program  for 
stabilizing  income  and  stabilizing  prices, 
the  Government  is  going  to  get  its  money 
back  through  sales  of  the  various  com¬ 
modities.  But  the  minute  you  put  a  limit 
on  the  production  that  can  go  into  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  leave 
the  rest  out,  that  part  that  is  out  is  going 
to  get  the  business,  domestic  and  foreign, 
and  the  Government  will  be  left  with  the 
rest.  You  have  to  keep  it  in  or  take  it 
out. 

There  are  lots  of  things  that  we  need 
to  do  to  change  and  improve  the  agri¬ 
cultural  program.  We  have  tried  to 
touch  those  things  in  this  bill.  If  this 
amendment  were  put  into  effect,  that 
part  that  is  out  would  get  all  of  the 
domestic  and  foreign  markets,  and  the 
part  that  the  Government  has  would 
not  be  sold. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  the  point  of  order 
that  the  gentleman  is  discussing  the 
bill,  not  the  amendment. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  in¬ 
dicated  to  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  that  he  would  prefer  to  dispose  of 
the  point  of  order.  The  Chair  would  fur¬ 
ther  point  out  that  the  time  consumed 
on  the  point  of  order  will  not  be  charged 
to  the  gentleman,  whereas  the  time  con¬ 
sumed  in  speaking  on  the  merits  of  the 
bill  would. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
I  would  like  to  point  out  again  that  this 
(amendment  would  have  the  effect  of 
changing  the  authority  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  under  its  charter. 

I  respectfully  submit  the  amendment 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill 
and  imposes  restrictions  not  included  in 
the  law. 

‘  The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  desire  to  be  heard  on 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  ask  our  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  Does  the 
language  of  my  amendment  differ  mate¬ 
rially  from  the  proviso  that  precedes  it 
on  page  27?  It  seems  to  me  they  are 
all  directed  against  the  basic  legislation. 
My  amendment,  to  me,  would  appear 
just  as  appropriate  as  the  _ amendment 
the  gentleman,  himself,  wrote  in  the  bill. 
I  would  not  think  he  would  want  to  raise 
a  point  of  order  against  his  own  lan¬ 
guage. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  be  heard,  the  provisions  the  gen¬ 
tleman  refers  to  have  reference  to  funds 
in  this  bill  and  this  paragraph.  The 
gentleman’s  amendment  would  go  to  the 
authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  use  its  capital  which  is  not 
provided  in  this  bill.  The  Corporation 
normally  operates  through  borrowing 
authority  granted  in  other  legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Kilday).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Kansas  has 
offered  an  amendment,  which  has  been 
read  by  the  Clerk.  The  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  makes  the  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment  that  it  is  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  Chair  would  point  out  that  the 
amendment  by  its  language  is  a  restric¬ 
tion  upon  the  purpose  for  which  the 
funds  appropriated  in  this  bill  may  be 
used. 

The  Chair  would  point  out  further  that 
even  though  there  should  be  an  existing 
liability  on  the  Government  or  should 
be  through  other  legislation  granting 
powers  to  an  organization  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  still  a  provision  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  limiting  the  purpose  for 
which  the  funds  appropriated  in  that 
bill  may  be  used  is  a  limitation  and  not 
legislation. 

The  Chair,  therefore,  overrules  the 
point  of  order. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
desire  to  be  heard  now  on  the  merits  of 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
shall  not  take  too  much  time,  but  I 
would  like  to  point  out  again  that  there  is 
a  great  diversity  of  viewpoints  as  to  what 
needs  to  be  done  with  reference  to  the 
farm  situation.  Every  farm  organiza¬ 
tion  has  a  different  view.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  has  a  different  view.  I  have  a  dif¬ 


ferent  view.  But  I  am  sincere  in  saying 
that  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  is 
doubling  the  cost  to  the  Government,  in 
my  opinion,  and  is  trying  to  write  the 
destruction  of  the  present  farm  program 
on  the  floor  in  these  few  minutes.  Now, 
I  just  doubt  that  he  would  want  to  accept 
that  kind  of  responsibility.  In  our  bill 
we  have  tried  to  bring  about  improve¬ 
ments  to  the  best  of  our  ability.  I  do 
think  that  this  goes  sufficiently  far,  so 
that  we  should  defeat  the  amendment 
and  present  the  matter  to  the  legislative 
committee  to  work  it  out. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  In  what  way  will  this 
destroy  this  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  you  place  a  limit 
on  how  much  production  can  go  into  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  you 
thereby  leave  outside  the  program  all  the 
production  above  that.  The  minute  you 
leave  out  all  the  production  above  that, 
the  production  will  increase,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  your  domestic  and  foreign  mar¬ 
kets,  and  then  you  are  left  with  the  part 
that  goes  into  Commodity  Credit  stocks. 
I  am  not  trying  to  say  that  I  know  all 
the  answers,  but  I  say  that  is  what  you 
will  get  into,  and  it  will  require  more 
study. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  you  are  not 
going  to  limit  very  much  production  on 
the  basis  of  payments  of  $50,000  or  less, 
will  you? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  says  “loans.” 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  loans.  All  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  this  were  pay¬ 
ments,  it  might  be  much  less.  And,  be¬ 
lieve  me,  this  thing  is  too  complex  to  do 
it  this  way,  and  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  defeated.  • 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
amendment  would  be  the  biggest  help 
that  we  could  possibly  give  to  the  small, 
individual,  family  farmer.  Every  family 
farmer  is  anxious  to  avoid  some  of  the 
adverse  publicity  that  is  being  created 
about  the  farm  program,  and  one  of  the 
biggest  sources  of  this  publicity  is  when 
the  statistics  come  out  every  year  that 
various  farm  corporations  got  $1  billion 
or  $500  million  under  this  program. 
There  is  no  way  possible  that  we  could 
help  the  small,  family  farmer  in  a  more 
effective  way  than  to  stop  these  big  loans, 
and  bar  those  above  $50,000,  and  say 
that  it  applies  only  to  individual  family 
farms. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  would  like  to  say  that 
prior  to  this  debate  I  was  contemplating 
a  similar  amendment  and  requested  fig¬ 
ures  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  the  crop  year  1958,  and  I  think  they 
might  shed  light  on  this  situation.  If 
the  amendment  read  $25,000  instead  of 
$50,000,  here  would  be  the  number  of 
loans  affected.  This  is  for.  wheat,  soy¬ 
beans,  grain  sorghums,  and  rice.  And,  I 
must  say  that  this  does  not  include  the 
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area  of  Wisconsin,  Iowa,  and  Missouri. 
Those  were  not  included.  In  1958,  450,- 
922  wheat  loans  and  only  788  were  in 
excess  of  $25,000.  Soybeans,  66,702  loans 
and  only  84  in  excess  of  $25,000.  Grain 
sorghums,  180,538  and  only  144  in  excess 
of  $25,000.  Rice,  3,763  loans  and  only 
213  in  excess  of  $25,000.  Now,  I  called 
off  a  list  of  701,925  loans  and  there  were 
only  1,229  of  them  that  were  in  excess  of 
$25,000.  I  remind  you  gentlemen  that 
the  amendment  is  for  $50,000,  and  that 
figures  out  but  eighteen  one-hundredths 
of  1  percent  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  loans  affected  by  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  if  it  were  $25,000. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  have  listened  to  this 
debate  on  the  pending  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Kansas,  and  it  occurs  to  me  that 
we  are  not  talking  about  give-aways  of 
the  taxpayers’  money  but  that  we  are 
talking  about  loans.  Would  somebody 
advise  us  as  to  what  the  record  of  re¬ 
payment  of  loans  in  this  program  is? 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  could  shed  some 
light  on  this.  I  will  say  to  my  friend 
from  New  York  that  four  corporations 
lost  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  $274,000  in  1957.  That  was  the  loss 
the  Government  took  on  their  cotton 
loans.  Every  bale  of  cotton  in  1957  lost 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
$22.30. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  wish  to  comment  re¬ 
garding  the  amendment.  My  only  re¬ 
gret  is  that  it  is  not  $25,000  instead  of 
$50,000.  Now,  it  is  true  that  things  have 
been  called  to  our  attention  relative  to 
the  administration  of  this  particular 
amendment,  but  I  want  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  one  of  the  most  devas¬ 
tating  things  that  is  taking  place  re¬ 
garding  the  farm  program  is  the  fact 
that  these  large  loans  are  being  made, 
and  public  opinion  is  turning  on  the  en¬ 
tire  program  because  of  these  abuses. 

I  think  if  the  amendment  were 
adopted  the  Congress  could  put  some 
teeth  in  the  law  that  would  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  do  a  better  job  of  administer¬ 
ing  it.  I  believe  this  is  a  good  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  for  bringing  this  matter  be¬ 
fore  us  again.  We  have  had  these 
amendments  before,  and  some  of  us  con¬ 
sistently  have  put  in  the  Record  each 
year  the  amount  of  payments  that  are 
made  on  these  “loans.”  And  when  the 
term  “loan”  is  used,  let  us  put  it  in 
quotes,  because  while  it  has  certain 
aspects  of  a  loan,  it  is  a  very  strange 
creature,  because  if  you  do  not  get  your 
money  out,  you  turn  the  crops  over  to 
the  Government.  So  it  really  is  not  a 
loan. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  an  excel¬ 
lent  amendment  and  should  be  supported 
by  all  those  who  really  want  to  see  some¬ 
thing  left  of  this  farm  program,  who 
want  to  turn  it  over  to  the  small  farmer, 
for  whom  most  people  are  pleading. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  my  thought 
to  prolong  this  discussion.  There  are 
some  very  serious  things  involved  in  this 
amendment.  Besides  bypassing  the  leg¬ 
islative  committee  which  has  considered 
these  particular  amendments,  it  is  a 
matter  of  the  operation  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  itself.  The  only 
protection — and  I  say  this  advisedly — 
that  the  livestock  and  poultry  producers 
have  today  is  the  reservoir  of  stocks  that 
go  into  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Every  person  who  produces  live¬ 
stock  and  who  produces  poultry  products 
throughout  this  country  ought  to  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  what  happens  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation;  because, 
with  the  enormous  supply  of  feed  stocks 
that  we  have  on  hand,  if  you  turn'  that 
loose,  the  small  family  farmer  will 
be  hurt  financially,  because  he  cannot 
survive  in  that  kind  of  competition. 

This  program  we  have  of  making 
these  loans — and  I  repeat  that  they  are 
loans — is  a  protection  for  that  kind  of 
farmer.  You  say  there  is  a  very  small 
percentage  involved  in  this  matter. 
Agreed,  there  is  a  small  percentage  in¬ 
volved,  but  you  let  these  major  oper¬ 
ators  stay  out  of  this  prograin  and  step 
up  their  production,  which  they  can  do. 
Then  can  you  imagine  what  that  is  go¬ 
ing  to  do  to  the  supply  of  stocks  in  this 
country? 

If  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  1 
J  cannot  act  as  a  reservoir  and  a  gover-  ! 
!  nor  upon  the  production  that  we  have 
j  and  the  potential  production  we  have  of 
agricultural  commodities,  then  the  small 
farmers  are  certainly  going  to  be  the 
ones  who  are  going  to  suffer.  I  want  to 
say  that  in  the  long  run  the  consumers 
of  this  country  are  going  to  have  a  dif¬ 
ficult  time  once  they  let  the  control  of 
the  production  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  get  out  from  under  the  control  of 
the  small  family-operated  farms.  When 
you  do  that  you  are  going  to  have  a  real¬ 
ly  difficult  time. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  AVERY.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  gentleman  rhade  a  pretty  fine  speech 
in  support  of  my  amendment.  I  cannot 
conceive  exactly  how  he  would  antici¬ 
pate  that  the  large  operator,  placing  his 
commodities  on  the  open  market,  would 
in  any  way  affect  the  price  level,  at 
least  not  materially.  The  gentleman 
knows,  as  well  as  I  know,  and  everybody 
else  knows,  that  it  is  the  support  price 
that  maintains  the  open  market  price. 
The  number  of  bushels  or  the  number  of 
bales  from  the  corporation  farm  or  large 
producer  that  could  go  on  the  open  mar¬ 
ket  would  not  affect  it.  It  would  affect 
it  less  than  10  percent. 

I  want  to  remind  the  committee  that 
we  are  escaping  the  responsibility  of 
storing  these  commodities  if  we  are  not 


committed  to  a  support  price.  We  do  not 
know  how  long,  as  we  have  had  wheat 
in  storage  for  5  years. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
cannot  yield  further.  I  want  to  say  this 
to  my  good  friend.  I  am  saying  that 
when  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
ceases  to  be  a  reservoir  for  production  of 
crops  eligible  for  loan,  then  with  the 
potential  supply  of  cqrn,  with  the  poten¬ 
tial  supply  of  feed  stocks,  with  the  poten¬ 
tial  supply  of  wheat  that  is  going  to  be 
dumped  onto  this  poor  fellow  out  here, 
who  is  gathering  his  eggs,  trying  to  raise 
his  hogs  and  milk  his  cows,  he  will  be 
in  a  most  serious  position. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  may 
be  that  the  amendment  which  is  pro¬ 
posed  sounds  attractive  on  the  surface, 
but  I  want  to  say  that  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
shall!  that  this  type  of  amendment 
would  in  the  long  run  be  damaging,  not 
just  to  the  larger  operator,  but  to  the 
smaller  operator,  and  would  make  im¬ 
possible  the  successful  operation  of  the 
program. 

I  certainly  hope  that  this  amendment 
will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
j  would  like  to  repeat  the  point  I  seem  to 
have  been  unable  to  get  over,  that  the 
minute  you  put  these  big  operators  out 
from  under  the  program,  you  are  giving 
them  the  incentive  to  increase  produc¬ 
tion,  world  without  end,  to  the  point  of 
getting  what  market  there  is.  This  mat¬ 
ter  is  much  more  complex  than  to  make 
)  it  possible  to  write  the  legislation  on  this 
"  'floor,  in  my  sincere  opinion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Because  I  am  not 
a  farmer,  I  wish  you  would  try  to  ex¬ 
plain  something  to  me.  If  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted,  would  not  the  large 
operator,  being  unable  to  get  a  loan, 
would  he  not  be  likely  to  go  out  of  busi¬ 
ness  altogether  and,  therefore,  would  you 
not  have  less? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  would  say  to  my 
good  friend  that  that  would  be  the  last 
thing  in  the  world  that  would  happen. 
It  is  not  the  large  operator  who  would  go 
out  of  business,  but  it  would  be  the  small 
operator  who  would  face  financial  dif¬ 
ficulty. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seem  to  me  that  this 
is  one  of  those  amendments  that  has  a 
great  deal  of  superficial  attraction.  If 
we  were  writing  a  new  farm  bill,  many 
of  us  on  this  side  would  like  to  see  a 
family  farm-type  feature  of  this  sort 
added  to  our  farm  progim.  But,  we  are 
at  the  same  time  grappling  with  a  tre- 
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mendous  overstock  of  feed  grains  in 
corn  and  in  wheat  and  far  more  corn  is 
coming  next  year.  The  point  that  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  was  making 
so  well  needs  to  be  clearly  understood— 
that  the  recourse  loans  is  the  devise  by 
which  you  get  such  acceptance  as  you 
now  get  of  acreage  controls — and  grant¬ 
ing  that  acreage  controls  are  inadequate 
and  I  wish  we  had  bushel  control — but, 
if  you  say  that  the  large  operator  is  not 
going  to  have  any  chance  to  use  these 
loans,  then  he  will  offer  to  sell  to  the 
CCC  price  and  he  will  come  in  a  half 
cent  or  a  cent  below  and  he  can  sell  all 
that  he  has.  This  is  what  happened 
with  potatoes  10  years  ago  and  he  will 
sell  his  crop  first.  More  than  that, 
since  he  no  longer  has  any  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  to  which  he  is  tied,  he  no  longer 
is  under  any  obligation  to  produce  no 
more  than  a  guaranteed  amount  and 
since  he  has  a  support  price,  in  fact, 
only  a  cent  or  so  below  the  CCC  sup¬ 
port  price,  he  can  sell  his  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction  and  you  will  have  far  greater 
surpluses  than  you  have  today.  This 
is  the  kind  of  amendment  which  has 
great  superficial  appeal.  I  wish  I  could 
vote  for  the  principle  that  lies  behind 
it,  and  in  another  guise  I  think  I  could. 
But,  as  it  stands  here  this  afternoon, 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  new  way  of  open¬ 
ing  another  dike  through  which  far 
more  surpluses  will  flood  the  market. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  big  corn  producer 
today  in  this  year  can  grow  unlimited 
amounts  of  corn,  and  the  fact  is  that  he 
might  be  paid  $1.09  or  $1.10  a  bushel  and 
never  conform  to  any  control. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  raises  a  question  about  the  farm 
program  that  the  Secretary  put  to  the 
com  farmers  and  the  corn  alternatives 
which  were  given  to  them  were  of  so 
slight  value  that  any  com  farmer  with 
reasonable  sense  would  choose  the  un¬ 
limited  output.  We  are  going  to  have 
corn  coming  out  of  our  ears  as  a  result. 
The  exemption  of  the  operator  at  $50',000 
from  the  program  makes  no  difference  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  but  I  come 
from  a  State  where  we  produce  not  com 
but  wheat  in  my  State  and  the  result 
would  be  exactly  what  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  said  it  would  be.  If  you 
want  to  get  us  in  the  same  boat  that  you 
are  in,  then  this  is  the  way  to  do  it. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Will  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  to  me  as  long  as  we  have  market¬ 
ing  penalties  as  distinguished  from 
acreage  allotments,  will  the  gentleman 
explain  to  me  why  and  how  it  possibly 
could  be  a  great  increase  over  the  pres¬ 
ent  production  of  wheat  under  my 
amendment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  do  not 
see  how  you  can  ask  a  man  to  comply 
with  a  law  that  would  deny  him  the 
availability  of  the  benefits  of  the  law. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  yield. 


Mr.  BREEDING.  I  would  like  to  an¬ 
swer  my  colleague  from  Kansas  on  that 
question.  I  am  a  wheat  farmer  and 
produce  more  than  $50,000  normally  of 
wheat  per  year.  The  minute  they  put 
that  restriction  on  me,  certainly  I  will 
go  out  and  grow  more  barley  and  those 
crops  that  are  not  controlled  and  grow 
as  much  as  I  want,  and  I  will  produce 
more  grain  than  I  produce  at  present. 

Mr.  AVERY.  The  gentleman’s  alter¬ 
native  to  diverting  acreage  to  other 
cereal  crops  would  not  be  any  different 
than  from  the  present  circumstances. 
The  gentleman  can  do  that  now.  If  he 
does  not  like  the  acreage  allotment, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  gentle¬ 
man  now  from  planting  the  other  crops 
and  diverting  the  acreage. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  The  gentleman  is 
forgetting  that  the  support  price,  the 
loan  price,  has  created  an  umbrella  over 
your  cash  market,  and  certainly  the  cash 
market  is  a  lot  higher  than  the  support 
price. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  is  what  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  say.  Your  umbrella  is  still  going 
to  be  there.  If  the  big  fellow  puts  his 
production  on  the  open  market  in  excess 
of  $50,000,  it  is  not  going  to  depress  the 
open  market  because  it  is  the  support 
price  that  maintains  the  open  market. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  You  are  going  to 
have  more  grain  on  the  open  market 
than  we  presently  have. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Oh,  of  course,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  absolutely  right. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  This,  I 
think,  is  the  key  point,  Mr.  Chairman. 
We  already  have  a  year  and  a  half  sup¬ 
ply  and  if  the  gentleman’s  motion  pre¬ 
vails  in  place  of  having  a  chance  that 
we  expect  to  have  to  do  something  in 
respect  to  reducing  the  oversupply  of 
wheat,  this  is  a  device  to  increase  the 
oversupply. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Avery)  there 
were — ayes  42,  noes  62. 

'  Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Avery  and  Mr. 
Whitten. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  49, 
noes  59. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Vanik:  Page 
19,  line  17,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert 
“or  based  upon  its  reasonable  market  value 
as  agricultural  land,  whichever  is  less.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
expect  to  take  five  minutes  on  this 
amendment.  I  want  to  point  out  what  it 
does.  The  present  language  of  the  bill, 
line  12,  page  19,  the  section  dealing  with 
conservation  reserve,  reads  as  follows: 

No  part  of  these  funds'  may  be  used  to  en¬ 
ter  into  contracts  for  a  period  in  excess  of 


five  years  or  to  pay  annual  rentals  in  excess 
of  a  fair  rental  value  of  land  placed  under 
contract,  such  fair  rental  value  to  be  based 
on  the  actual  production  diverted  each 
year — 

I  simply  add  this  language — 
or  based  upon  its  reasonable  market  value 
as  agricultural  land,  whichever  is  less. 

In  other  words,  it  provides  an  option 
for  reaching  a  lesser  amount  than  is  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  suggested  recommendation 
of  the  committee,  which  was  arrived  at 
after  long  and  extensive  deliberation. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  this  amendment  and  the 
language  contained  therein  invites  what 
we  have  been  reading  about  in  the  last 
4  or  5  days.  I  wrote  the  language  last 
year,  trying  to  do  what  the  gentleman 
wants  to  do.  When  it  went  out  to  the 
county  committees  they  said,  “Pay  atten¬ 
tion  to  land  values.” 

I  agree  with  the  objective  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  but  we  have  had  this  year’s  ex¬ 
perience  along  the  same  line,  and  it  re¬ 
sults  in  just  the  opposite  to  what  he  and 
what  I  want  to  see  done. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  Clerk’s 
desk,  to  strike  out  of  the  bill  section  405. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Vanik:  On  page 
30,  lines  15  through  20,  strike  out  section  405. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  reads  as  follows : 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  re¬ 
quired  in  or  incident  to  research  or  experi¬ 
mental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic 
product  Is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended 
in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from 
commodities  or  materials  produced  outside 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  language  in  the 
bill  should  never  have  been  placed  in 
this  appropriation  bill  because  it 
amounts  to  a  protective  tariff  measure 
for  the  cotton  and  twine  industry.  I 
think  it  should  be  deleted.  I  originally 
had  an  amendment  which  sought  to 
strike  out  section  404  that  I  thought  had 
no  place  in  this  bill.  I  have  reduced  the 
amendment  to  the  one  section,  and  I  urge 
that  the  bill  be  improved  by  striking  out 

copf inn  40^ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  that  this 
section  was  put  in  the  bill  before  my 
service  on  the  committee.  The  Federal 
Government  was  involved  in  all  the 
problems  that  we  had  with  cotton  at 
that  time.  The  Government  was  buy¬ 
ing  cotton  from  foreign  countries,  and 
at  that  time  it  was  felt  that  this  provi¬ 
sion  should  be  inserted. 

The  committee  has  felt  that  it  should 
remain  in  the  bill.  The  gentleman 
makes  the  point  that  it  should  go  out. 
However,  the  reasons  that  existed  for  in¬ 
serting  it  originally  still  exist,  we  still 
have  our  problems.  This  is  basically  in 
line  with  the  question  that  was  raised 
about  using  American  automobiles.  I 
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do  not  think  it  is  so  bad  to  use  American 
products,  and  that  is  what  it  would  re¬ 
quire. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik L 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  per¬ 
mit  me  to  voice  my  strong  objection  to 
any  proposed  violation  of  the  principle 
of  equal  treatment  under  the  law  of  all 
citizens.  And,  limitation  of  payments 
under  the  CCC  orderly  marketing  pro¬ 
grams,  does  violence  to  that  principle. 
The  CCC  loan  program  is  made  available 
to  farmers  who  grow  controlled  and  un¬ 
controlled  crops.  It  differs  from  the 
voluntary  type  of  programs. 

It  is  absolutely  necessary  that  we  pre¬ 
serve  the  principle  of  fair  treatment  and 
that  we  do  not  destroy  the  orderly  mar¬ 
keting  program  in  an  effort  to  penalize 
that  farmer  who,  by  virtue  of  hard  work 
and  success,  has  managed  to  enlarge  his 
holdings.  He  and  the  tenants  who  work 
for  him  are  entitled  to  the  same  treat¬ 
ment  under  Federal  programs  as  any 
other. 

We  recognize  this  principle  under  our 
tariff  laws  which  are  equally  beneficial 
to  the  small  manufacturer  and  to  the 
large  Du  Pont-size  operation.  We  recog¬ 
nize  this  under  the  principle  of  postal 
subsidy  which  is  the  same  for  the  large 
nationally-distributed  slick  paper  maga¬ 
zines  as  for  the  small  rural  weekly  news¬ 
paper.  There  is  no  statute  of  limitation 
there. 

There  should  be  none  in  our  agricul¬ 
tural  program. 

But,  although  principle  alone  justifies 
this  stand — the  rule  of  reason  also  must 
prevail.  If  limitations  are  imposed  on 
the  larger  farm  operators  we  will  destroy 
the  orderly  marketing  procedures  for 
which  the  program  is  devised.  Unless 
we  can  adequately  handle  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  commodity  harvest,  then  the 
little  farmer  and  the  big  alike  will  lose 
all  benefit  of  the  program  which  permits 
him  to  be  protected  against  market  gluts 
at  harvest.  We  must  remember  that  20 
percent  of  the  farmers  grow  80  percent 
of  the  crops.  If  we  refuse  equal  treat¬ 
ment  to  the  larger  farmers,  then  we  will 
expect  to  see  the  entire  system  of  mar¬ 
keting  doomed  and  a  resultant  instabil¬ 
ity  in  the  consumer  market. 

The  press  has  been  carrying  accounts 
recently  about  individuals  and  firms  who 
have  participated  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  loan  program. 
Among  these  participants  were  some 
from  Arkansas  and  the  district  which  I 
am  privileged  to  serve.  For  example,  it 
is  alleged  that  .the  firm  known  as  J.  G. 
Adams  &  Son,  of  Hughes,  Ark.,  had  ob¬ 
tained  a  CCC  loan  in  the  amount  of 
$420,343.70.  The  news  items  leave  the 
impression  that  the  Adams  firm  had  ob¬ 
tained  a  subsidy  from  the  CCC,  or  from 
the  U.S.  Government.  That  is  a  misap¬ 
prehension  that  ought  to  be  clarified.  I 
would  like  to  present  some  facts  with 
respect  to  these  transactions.  A  tele¬ 
gram  was  received  by  me  from  Mr. 
Charles  Adams,  which  reads: 

In  regard  to  the  recent  statements  that 
major  benefits  under  the  Government  price- 
support  program  have  gone  to  the  very  large 
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corporate  operations,  I  give  you  below  the 
following  information : 

On  cotton  pledged  for  "the  loan  and  with¬ 
drawn  with  dollar  amounts  involved  on  the 
1957-58  operations  of  J.  G.  Adams  &  Son, 
Hughes,  Ark. : 

Total  bales  pledged  to  the  loan,  3,024; 
gross  amount  $420,343.70. 

Total  bales  withdrawn  from  the  loan — of 
the  3,024  put  in — 2,706. 

The  amount  comes  to  the  sum  of  $385,- 
121.01. 

The  interest  paid  by  J.  G.  Adams  &  Son 
with  respect  to  that  cotton  was  $2,871.82. 
The  total  left  in  the  loan  was  318  bales. 

So  almost  90  percent  of  the  cotton  had 
been  withdrawn  by  Adams  &  Son  and 
sold.  Adams  &  Son  paid  the  carrying 
charges  as  well  as  the  interest  on  the 
transactions.  So  there  was  no  subsidy 
and  could  not  be  unless  some  of  this  cot¬ 
ton,  after  title  passed  to  CCC  was  sub¬ 
sequently  sold  by  the  Government  for 
less  than  it  cost  the  agency.'”  The  re¬ 
maining  318  bales  of  cotton  are  held 
subject  to  the  order  of  Adams  and  if 
Adams  wants  to  sell  that  cotton  it  could 
withdraw  the  balance  of  318  bales  before 
the  takeover  date  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

The  CCC  program  on  cotton,  as  well 
as  on  these  other  storable  commodities, 
is  a  program  that  means  for  the  orderly 
marketing  of  that  commodity.  It  goes 
into  that  loan  during  the  harvest  sea¬ 
son.  The  farmer  puts  it  in  there  during 
September,  October,  and  November,  and 
he  withdraws  it  from  the  loan  during  the 
lax  season,  January,  February,  or 
March.  So  it  is  a  great  protection <  to 
the  little  farmer  as  well  as  to  the  big 
farmer,  because  the  big  farmer  takes  ad¬ 
vantage  of  it  since  he  withdraws  it  from 
circulation,  and,  therefore,  it  stabilizes 
the  price  at  a  time  when  the  crop  is  mov¬ 
ing  at  harvesttime. 

I  want  to  call  attention  to  another  op¬ 
eration.  The  Miller  Lumber  Co.,  at  Ma¬ 
rianna,  Ark.,  is  alleged  to  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  CCC  to  the  extent  of 
$319,000.  This  farming  operation  place 
some  1,575  bales  of  cotton  In  the  CCC 
program  for  the  purpose  of  orderly  mar¬ 
keting  of  the  commodity  at  a  more  pro¬ 
pitious  time.  Of  this  amount,  all  but  one 
bale  was  redeemed  through  payment  of 
interest  and  carrying  charges,  and  sold 
out  of  the  loan.  There  was  only  one  bale 
left  of  the  Miller  Lumber  Co.  cotton  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  information  furnished  by 
this  firm. 

The  Producers  Rice  Mill,  Inc.,  was  in 
the  program  for  $1,460,902.11.  That  is 
a  farmer-owned  cooperative  established 
for  the  purpose  of  drying  and  milling 
rice  of  the  members  of  the  cooperative. 
There  are  about  400  rice  farmers  who 
are  members  of  this  association.  That 
is  not  one  firm.  Four  hundred  farmers 
participated,  since  they  produced  the 
rice,  and  those  farmers  find  it  more  eco¬ 
nomical  to  deliver  their  rice  to  the  mill 
for  handling  and  to  store  the  rice  at  the 
mill,  rather  than  take  it  back  for  storage 
on  the  farm.  This  rice,  delivered  by 
some  400  growers,  is  placed  in  the  loan 
for  orderly  marketing.  Mr.  H.  M.  Alder- 
son,  general  manager  of  the  cooperative, 
states  that  all  but  about  30  percent  of 
this  rice  has  been  sold  out  of  the  loan. 


with  payment  of  interest  and  carrying 
charges  made  to  the  Government. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  the  recommendation  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 

Mr.  Kilday,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  7175)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  directed  him  to  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Taber  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  with  in¬ 
structions  to  report  the  same  back  forthwith 
with  the  following  amendment:  On  page  27, 
line  18,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  “ Pro¬ 
vided ,  further.  That  no  funds  appropriated 
in  this  section  shall  be  used  to  process  a 
Commodity  Credit  loan  which  is  in  excess  of 
$50,000.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  be  postponed  ' 
until  Wednesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Jtfr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  tnat  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  davs  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thereWiection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


ISRAEL  INDEPENDENCE  DAY  \ 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts  askech 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 


. 
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Issued 
For  actions  of 


/  SENATE  \ 

1.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  during  recess,  May  18, 

an  original  bill ,  S.  1968,  to  modify  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
for  wheat  (Sy/Rept.  295).  p.  7513  V 

2.  TOBACCO.  T/e  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S,  1901, yto  modify  price  support  requirements  for  tobacco  (S.  Rept.  297)\  p. 
7518  7 

3.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES,  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R> 

567 X,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  including 
provisions  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  received  under  Public  Law  480  for 
foreign  military  housing  (S,  Rept.  296) .  p.  7518 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported:  Wheat,  price  support  bill.  Tobacco  price 
support  bill.  House  committee  approved, wheat  ^ice  support  bill.  House  debated 
housing  bill.  Rep,  Broomfield  introduced  and  discussed  farm  bill.  Rep.  Langen 
urged  full  parity  for  small  grain  farmers.  Rep,  Cqoley  urged  defeat  of  proposed 
amendment  to  USDA  appropriation  bil^ limiting  CCC  loans.  Sen.  Murray  and  other 
fc*-ns.,  and  Reps.  Anderson,  Mont.,  and  Burdick  introduced  and  Sen.  Murray  discussed 
i>ill  to  extend  FHA' s  authority  to'' make  refinancing  loans  and  emergency  loans. 

Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  wheat  price  support  bill. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  report ec 
to\the  full  committee  H.  R.  5805,  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  bill 
for  1960.  p.  D369 


5. 


RECLAMATION 
the  Navajo 
Chama  pro 
(pp.  7603 
contending 
commodities 


Passed  with  amendment  S.  72,  to  authorize  Interior  to ^onstruct 
Indian  irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage  of  the  />an  Juan¬ 
as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project. 
)  Sens.  Williams,  Del.,  and  Lausche  opposed  passage  of  the  bill, 
at  this  new  acreage  would  increase  the  product iorj/of  agricultural 
.ready  in  surplus  supply,  (pp.  7605-07) 


Sen.  Moss  expressed  satisfaction  over  the  initiation  of  (construction  of  the 
Stanaker  Dam,  Utqh,  and  stated  that  it  "will  provide  supplemental  irrigation 
for  about  14,700  ^cres  of  productive  land  which  is  constantly  threatened  by 
water  shortages."  \>.  7556 


6.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.' 
facilities  in  Alaska, 
p.  7582 


Jruening  urged  the  development /of  hydroelectric  power 
id  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  discussing  the  matter. 


7.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Cannon  inserted  a  Nev.  Legislature  resolution  opposing  enactmer 
of  legislation  to  establish^  wilderness  preservation  areas,  p.  7515 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Beltrami  Co. ,  Mirm. ,  Board  of  Commissioners  reso¬ 
lution  urging  favorable  consideration  of  the  Secretary's  recommendations  on  a 
program  for  the  development  of  t\e  national  forests,  p.  7517 


8.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Received  from  the  \abof  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938*v  to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee. 
P.  7515 


10USE 


9. 


SMALL  GRAINS.  Rep.  Langen  stated  that  farmers  are  "not  responsible  for  the 
surpluses  of  barley  and  oats" /and  that  import^  of  barley  in  the  last  10  years 
are  greater  than  the  surpluses  in  that  period,\while  imports  of  oats  are 
"approximately  equal  to  the/surplus  on  hand  today,"  and  urged  full  parity  for 


the  small  grain  farmers. 
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n 


10.  AGRICULTURAL. APPROPRIATION  BILL,  Rep.  Cooley  urged  the  defeat  of  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  1960  agricultural  appropriation  bill  to  restrict  to  $50,000 
CCC  loans  to  individual  producers,  stating  that  it  would  "destroy  the  farm 
program."  p.  767^-^ 


11.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  "approved  the  provisions  df  H.  R.  7118,  as 

amended,  concerning  price  supports  for  wheat ,  and  directed  the  chairman  to  in¬ 
troduce  a  clean  bill  which  will  incorporate  the  language  of  H.\  R.  7118  as 
amended."  P/D371 


12.  ALASKA.  Th^  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  withoi 
H,  R.  7120,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  United  States  in  light 
sion  of/Alaska  into  the  Union  (H.  Rept.  369).  p.  7679 


of 


amendment 
:he  admis- 


13.  FORESTRY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S\  900, 
to  amend  sec.  204  (b)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Service\Act 
of/l949  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  of  GSA  to  pay  direct 
tpenses  in  connection  with  the  utilization  of  excess  real  property  and  related 
>ersonalty  (H.  Rept.  368).  p.  7679 
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14. 


i 


18. 


WATER;  TRANSPORTATION.  Received  4  reports  made  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
Department  of  the  Army,  on  the  Great  Lakes  Harbor  Study  --  interim  reports  on 
the  Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio,  (H.  Doc.  148);  on  Calumet  Harbor,  Ill.  and  Ind./ 
(H.  Doc,  149) ;  on  Duluth-Superior  Harbor,  Minn,  and  Wis.  (H.  Doc.  150) ;  on 
Buffalo  Harbor,  N.  Y.  (H.  Doc.  151) .  p.  7679 


/ 


/ 


15.  BANKING.  Rep.  Brown,  Ga. ,  inserted  a  summary  of  his  bill  H.  R.  6092,  Relating 


16. 


17. 


to  national  banks  and  obligations  secured  by  certain  staples  and  dairy 
cattle,  pp.  7673-4 

HOUSING.  Began  debate  on  S.  57,  the  housing  bill  reported  out  of/ the  Banking 
and  Currency  Committee,  and  H.  R.  7117,  the  Herlong  housing  bill,  both  of 
which  present lycontain  sections  on  farm  housing  research.  p^».  7624-73,  7674-5 

GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  "MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  As  reported  (see  Digest 
79)  ,  this  bill  includes  items  for  the  Budget  Bureau,  Council  of  Economic  Ad¬ 
visers,  President's  Advisory  Committee  on  Government  Reorganization,  and  Presi¬ 
dent's  management  improvement  fund.  It  also  contains  provisions  described  in 
the  committee  report  as  follows: 

"The  bill  recommendG\c6ntinuation  of  numerous^.generpl  provisions,  un¬ 
changed  from  the  Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1959./  There  has  been  deleted  the 
provisions  carried  in  thatXAct  as  Section  208,  relating  to  requirements  and 
reports  under  the  provisions  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget  Circular  No.  A-45, 
dated  June  3,  1952.  That  Section  of  the  General  Provisions  had  served  its 
purpose  and  is  no  longer  requited. 

"The  Committee  has  included  Language /in  the  bill,  section  210,  to  elimi¬ 
nate  annual  agency  reports  to  the  , Committees  on  Appropriations,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  and  the  General  Accbunfing  Office  pursuant  to  Section  1311  (b) 
of  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  A&£,  1955,  as  to  obligated  and  unobligated 
balances  under  each  appropriation  andxfund  of  the  agency.  These  special 
reports,  required  not  later  than  September  30  as  to  status  of  balances  on 
June  30  preceding,  were  a  necessary  feature  of  Section  1311  which,  for  the 
first  time,  comprehensively  defined  an  obligation  of  the  Government  for  ac¬ 
counting,  budgeting,  and  reputing  purposed.  They  have  served  their  purpose 
and  can  now  be  dispensed  wij 

"The  proposition  in  the/bill  is  to  substitilpe  for  the  present  reports 
a  simple  report  to  the  Budget  Bureau,  when  submitting  requests  for  appro¬ 
priations,  that  statements  of  obligations  furnished  therewith  consist  of 
valid  obligations  in  accord  with  definitions  in  subsection  (a)  of  Section 
1311. 

"Under  the  law,  the  figures  on  obligated  and  unobligated  balances  shown 
in  the  annual  Budget  document  are  required  to  accord  v^th  Section  1311  defi¬ 
nitions.  That  wckild  continue,  as  would  the  requirement  that  any  other 
statement  of  obligations  furnished  by  any  agency  to  the  Congress  or  commit¬ 
tee  thereof  include  only  such  amounts  as  may  be  valid  obligations  under  the 
law. " 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Fulbright  inserted  an  article,  "Shock  Treatment^"  which  favors 
Sen.  Mansfiqld's  proposal  for  a  thorough  reexamination  of  the  administration  of 
the  foreign^  aid  program,  pp.  A4166-7 


19.  WHEAT, 
make  h< 


in.  Langer  inserted  a  constituent's  letter  suggesting  that  evei 
nemade  bread  to  dispose  of  the  wheat  surplus,  pp.  A4167-8 


rone 


20.  FORESTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  commending  this  Deparment ' S' 
report,  "A  Program  for  the  National  Forests,"  and  inserting  an  editorial  dis¬ 
cussing  this  report,  p.  A4168 


Sen.  Mundt  inserted  a  constituent's  essay,  "Conservation  of  America’s  Forest, 
pp.  ^4174-5 


21.  COOPERATIVES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Carlson  inserting  an  address/by 
Fred  R.  Merrifield,  Pres,  ,  Wichita  Bank  for  Cooperatives,  "How  Do  .he  panics 
for  Cooperatives  Loans  Fit  into  Growth  and  Expansion  Programs  for  Farmer  Co¬ 
operatives?^'  and  stating  that  the  address  "explains  fully  the  many  benefits 
that  accrue  to  those  who  participate  in  the  program  of  the  Farm  Cr/dit  Adminis¬ 
tration."  pp\  A4168-7C 


22.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Saltonstali  inserting  an  editorial, 
"As  the  Farm  Program  Totters  Toward  Collapse,"  and  stating  that  "it  is  an  ex¬ 
cellent  tribute  to\a  man  who  has  fought  hard  to  improve  our/farm  economy  -- 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Ezra  Taft  Benson/'  pp<-  A4170-1 

Rep,  Adair  inserted  an  editorial  discussing  Sen.  Capejafart's  proposed  farm 
bill.  p.  A4182 

Extension  of  remarks\of  Rep.  Adair  inserting  an  editorial  suggesting  that 
Secretary  Benson  "be  given  an  opportunity  to  try  his/plans  to  improve  our 
agricultural  situation,"  A4188 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Broomfield  stating^ that  "the  scope  and  waste 
of  our  Federal  agriculture  subsidy  program  has  become  a  disgrace  to  our  Nation 
and  a  tremendous  burden  upon  the  pocketbooks  oy  our  taxpayers,"  and  inserting 
an  article,  "Crop  Surplus  Is  Costing  United  Spates  Billions."  pp.  A4202-3 


< 


23.  COTTON.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sdn.  Proxmire  inserting  an  editorial,  "Millions 
To  Reclaim  Land  for  Cotton  We  Do  Not  Need/*  and  stating  that  the  editorial  ex¬ 
presses  "vigorous  indignation"  at  tbX.  action  taken  by  the  Senate  in  passing 
the  proposed  San  Luis  reclamation  protect,  p.  A4173 


24.  INFLATION.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  inserted  A  bulletin  issued  by  the  American  Farm 

Bureau,  "Inflation  Is  Eating  Us  Upy"  and  his  article  printed  in  the  Reader's 
Digest,  "Can  We  Escape  A  Ruinous  Inflation :\V  pp.  A4180-2,  A4183-4 


25.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  maga^ne  article,  "Monopoly  in  the 

Milkshed,"  and  stated  that  it /'reports  how  theinergers  and  acquisitions  by  the 
dairy  giants  have  enabled  them  to  enjoy  an  unparalleled  period  of  soaring 
profits  during  the  very  period  when  dairy  farmer  income  has  dropped  disastrous! 
and  housewives  have  had  tp  pay  ever  more  for  milk  atjd  dairy  products."  pp 
A4185-7 

Rep.  Johnson,  Wise. J  inserted  an  article  discussing^ provisions  of  his  apd 
Sen.  Humphrey's  dairy /stabilization  bills,  p.  A4204 


i 


26.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  /Rep.  Van  Zandt  inserted  an  editorial ,\'Our  Depressed  Areas 
Need  Action,  Not  Runaround."  pp.  A4187-8 


27.  EGGS.  Rep.  St.  /George  inserted  a  letter  from  a  constituent  and  stated  that  "I 
think  that  he/has  come  up  with  an  interesting  answer,  namely,  chat  Government 
supports  only  increase  the  number  of  the  inefficient,  penalize,  land  finally 
force  liquidation  on  the  efficient  and  hard-working  poultryman,  an^d  finally 
take  away/the  farmer's  freedom."  pp.  A4190-1 


28.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Speeches  in  the  House  by  Reps.  Schwengel  and 
Hoffman  discussing  this  bill,  H.  R.  7175.  pp.  A4201-2,  A4207-8 


29.  SUBSIDIES.  Rep.  Hiestand  inserted  an  editorial,  opposing  Federal  subsidie 
including  farm  subsidies,  p.  A4209 
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our  welfare 
other  essen- 


Vre  going  to  have  to  take  some 
drasokueteps  to  restore  freedom  to  our 
f armersA  Therefore,  I  am  introducing  a 
bill  today  bp  get  our  Federal  Government 
out  of  the  agricultural  business  as  rapid¬ 
ly  and  as  coinpletely  as  possible. 

Under  the  t'e.rms  of  this  bill,  the  $9 
billion  in  surplus  farm  goods  controlled 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  be  frozen  foKa  2-year  period.  All 
buying  as  well  as  all  selling  of  these 
surpluses  would  terminate  at  the  end  of 
this  calendar  year.  Ti\e  sole  exception 
to  this  provision  would  he  that  food  for 
the  school  lunch  progra 
programs,  homesteaders  i 
tial  public  uses  would  be  permitted  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

At  the  end  of  the  2-year  period  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  would 
begin  to  be  liquidated  and  the  surpluses 
disposed  of  over  a  period  of  yearsNfit 
whatever  price  they  will  bring  on  tl 
open  market. 

For  the  2-year  period,  completely  free 
market  conditions  for  your  agricultural 
commodities  would  prevail.  Our  crops 
would  once  again  be  items  of  trade  in 
the  world  at  prices  in  competition  with 
those  of  the  rest  of  the  world. 

In  my  opinion,  such  action  will  assure 
us  of  no  large  surpluses  in  agricultural 
goods.  I  feel  certain  that  we  will  be  able 
to  use  up  all  of  our  crops  either  through 
our  own  consumers  or  through  world 
markets. 

The  time  has  come  for  our  Federal 
Government  to  permit  our  farmers  to 
stand  on  their  own  feet  and  shape  their 
own  destinies.  Our  productivity  and 
mechanization  in  farming  would  make 
us  very  lively  competitors  in  world  mar¬ 
kets  if  we  are  permitted  to  turn  back  to 
a  free  economy  in  the  field  of  agriculture. 

There  is  no  reason  why  the  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States  should  have  to  carry 
the  farmers  around  on  their  backs.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  the  farmers  do  not  want  such 
humiliating  treatment.  They  have  said 
so  many  times. 

This  is  no  time  for  halfway  measures. 
The  huge  surpluses  and  the  problems 
created  by  them  can  only  be  solved  by/ 
cutting  out  the  cause  at  its  roots.  Simpl 
pruning  of  our  farm  subsidy  program  will 
only  cause  further  subsidies  to  flourish 
at  the  expense  of  our  Federal  Treasury 
and  our  taxapayers. 

Recently,  the  Chicago  Daify  News 
printed  an  article  written  by  Mr.  George 
Thiem  on  the  price-fixing  system  which 
has  piled  up  surpluses  at  f  tremendous 
rate.  For  the  information  of  my  col¬ 
leagues,  the  article  follows: 

Ten  Billion  Dollar  Glut  and  No  End  in 
Sig/t 

(By  George  Thiem) 

Stanley  Yankus/ the  Michigan  poultry 
farmer,  revolted  against  a  farm  price-fixing 
system  that  has/piled  up  nearly  $10  billion 
of  farm  commodities  in  Government  hands. 

None  of  the  stuff — the  wheat,  corn,  cotton, 
tobacco,  grain,  sorghum,  etc. — is  worth  what 
the  Government  has  invested  in  it. 

YankijS’  trouble  arose  over  a  35-acre  wheat 
patch.  y  The  Government  owns  1.3  billion 
bushels  of  wheat.  This  is  enough  to  last 
the/tjnited  States  2  years  and  more  if  we 
dqii’t  grow  another  bushel.  It  cost  $3.1  bil¬ 
lion,  or  $2.43  a  bushel,  of  your  money  and 
«nine. 


Canadians  recently  offered  wheat  for  ex¬ 
port  at  Port  William  for  $1.66  a  bushel. 
Wheat  of  similar  grade  cost  $2.08  at  Minne¬ 
apolis. 

So  American  exporters  get  a  subsidy  to 
meet  cheaper  wheat  prices  in  world  markets. 
Price  fixing  has  priced  wheat  out  of  the 
fed  market. 

Farmers  can  make  more  money  selling 
their  wheat  to  the  Government  than  in  the 
open  market.  The'  big  wheat  farmers  in  the 
Great  Plains  have  been  collecting  millions 
of  dollars  in  subsidies.  And  under  the  wheat 
price  support  program,  wheat  growing  has 
spread  all  over  the  United  States  while  the 
taxpayers  picked  up  the  tab  for  the  surplus. 

The  Government  told  Yankus  that  under 
the  allotment  program  he  could  raise  only 
14  acres  of  wheat.  But  he  needed  35  acres 
to  feed  his  chickens.  He  defied  the  wheat 
program,  planted  the  35  and  had  to  pay  a 
fine  of  $5,000. 

Yankus  could  have  gone  to  his  local  grain 
elevator  and  bought  the  extra  wheat  he 
needed,  paying  the  high  fixed  price. 

But  he  chose  to  rebel,  thus  dramatizing  the 
faults  of  a  program  that  hasn’t  worked. 

That  program  is  the  crux  of  what  we  know 
was  the  farm  problem. 

And  the  farm  problem,  in  a  nutshell,  is/ 
this. 

We  have  nearly  $10  billion  worth  of  fa 
products  piled  up  all  over  the  land  an/'  we 
don’t  know  what  to  do  with  them. 

2.  Wk  taxpayers  will  be  paying  maVk  than 
$7  billioh  a  year  to  store  the  produces,  to  pay 
subsidies, ''to  run  the  farm  prograHi — and  to 
buy  up  more  surpluses  to  put  onr  the  pile. 

3.  We  wilKpay  a  higher  and/higher  price 
every  year  on  the  program  asiong  as  it  con¬ 
tinues,  and  taxpayers  are  loginning  to  ask, 
“Where  will  it  ena?’ 

program  is  thrown  out, 
ici/nt  farmers  face  ex- 
>ple  think  the  liveli- 
rally  may  go  to  pot. 
illidn  people — about  11 
milliap  population — live 


4.  But  if  the  fa 
many  small  and  in& 
tinction — and  many 
hood  of  the  farmer  | 
Fewer  than  20 
percent  of  our  11 


grcent  of  the  20 
lercial  agricul- 


To- 


on  farms.  Only  7  or  8 
million  are  engaged  in  cor 
ture. 

In  1910  thffere  were  6.4  millioh  farms, 
day  there  are  fewer  than  4 '/2  million. 

A  million  words  have  been  said  and  written 
about  Mow  to  solve  the  farm  problem.  A 
hundi*d  plans  have  been  brought  forward. 
At  the  moment  these  are  the  ones  primarily 
in /he  spotlight: 

Absolute  regimentation,  with  marketing 
Quotas  for  every  farmer  that  would  decree 
how  much  he  could  sell  out  his  front  gatey 

2.  The  soil  bank,  a  part  of  the  Govern-' 
ment’s  current  program. 

3.  A  long-range  program  to  stop  building 
the  surplus,  get  rid  of  what  we’ve  got  on 
hand  now,  and  then  have  a  free  market  on 
farm  products. 


THE  FARM  PROBLEM 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  are  not  responsible  for  the 
surpluses  of  barley  and  oats  which  are 
presently  costing  us  approximately  $26 
million  a  year  in  storage.  American 
farmers  have  produced  no  surplus  in 
barley  or  oats  during  the  past  10  years. 
Instead,  this  contradictory  situation  is  a 
result  of  our  having  imported  more  bar¬ 
ley  and  nearly  as  much  oats  since  1949 
as  we  presently  have  in  surplus. 

All  this  may  come  as  a  surprise  to  most 
of  you.  I  hope  it  does,  for  people  all 
over  the  country  are  complaining  about 


the  high  cost  of  the  farm  program  and 
a  great  deal  of  the  blame,  together/with 
penalties  in  the  form  of  lower  pripfe  sup¬ 
ports,  is  being  placed  on  the  fanner.  In 
the  case  of  barley  and  oats,  tons  blame 
and  these  penalties  are  not  justified,  and 
I  would  like  to  set  the  record  straight 
by  pointing  to  concrete  research  which 
our  office  has  carried  out  using  figures 
from  the  United  States'  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  prove  this. 

Our  barley  surplus  has  grown  95  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  in  th/last  10  years,  to  the 
point  where  it  ncrtv  stands  at  almost  200 
million  bushels/  This  surplus  costs  us 
approximately/  $20  million  a  year  for 
storage  alon/  During  this  same  period, 
1949-1958, /we  have  imported  over  224 
million  bushels  of  barley.  These  im¬ 
ports  are  not  only  twice  the  amount  of 
our  surplus  growth  since  1949,  but  are 
also  larger  than  the  total  barley  surplus 
on  /and  today. 

fith  regard  to  oats,  our  surplus  has 
^creased  by  85  million  bushels  in  the 
last  10  years,  giving  us  a  total  surplus 
on  hand  today  of  almost  375  million 
bushels.  Storage  costs  for  this  surplus 
average  roughly  $6  million  a  year.  Im¬ 
ports  of  oats  during  this  same  10 -year 
period  have  been  over  344  million  bush¬ 
els,  which  is  more  than  4  times  the 
amount  of  the  increase  in  our  surplus 
and  approximately  equal  to  the  surplus 
in  storage  today. 

Why  this  should  be  I  don’t  know.  But 
it  certainly  does  not  seem  reasonable 
that  our  American  farmers  should  be 
penalized  and  blamed  for  these  surpluses 
and  for  the  cost  of  storing  them,  when 
in  reality  they  have  produced  less  than 
our  average  domestic  use  and  export  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  10  years.  And  it  certainly 
does  not  seem  reasonable  that  the  effect 
of  these  imported  surpluses  should  be  re¬ 
flected  in  lowered  price  supports  to  our 
small  grain  farmers,  as  has  recently  been 
done,  since  these  are  surpluses  for  which 
our  American  farmers  are  in  no  way 
responsible. 

I  have  introduced  legislation  which 
will  provide  to  the  small  grain  farmer 
the  opportunity  to  achieve  full  parity 
prices.  In  the  light  of  the  above,  it  is 
/ven  more  obvious  that  this  is  certainly 
10  more  than  he  deserves.  I  urge  that 
this  legislation  be  very  carefully  and 
sincerely  considered. 

,  OIL  AND  DEFENSE 

(Mr.  CONTE  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Michel)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarkssat  this  point  in  the  Record, 
and  to  include  a  newspaper  editorial.) 

Mr.  CONTES,  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  us 
interested  in  a ''sensible  national  policy 
on  oil,  and  in  good  relations  with  Can¬ 
ada,  certainly  welcomed  President  Eisen¬ 
hower’s  proclamation  of  April  30,  ex¬ 
empting  Canadian  oil,  from  oil  import 
quotas. 

But  the  President’s  orHer,  which  only 
affects  oil  entering  the  United  States  by 
land  routes,  is  only  a  firstVtep  toward 
restoring  free  competition  ahd  holding 
down  oil  prices  for  the  American  con¬ 
sumer. 

I  deeply  regret  that  restrictions'll  im¬ 
portation  of  residual  oil,  so  important  to 
New  England’s  economy,  were  not  simi- 
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larly  eased.  We  in  New  England  look 
forward  to  the  time  when  all  restrictions 
on  residual  fuel  oil  imports  will  be  lifted. 

Last  week’s  order,  while  it  brought  re¬ 
lief  to  the  Far  West  and  other  areas  of 
the  Nation  which  receive  oil  directly  by 
pipeline  from  Canada,  was  of  little  help 
to  New  England,  which  is  primarily  de¬ 
pendent  on  oil  received  through  the  port 
of  Boston. 

We  in  New  England  will  not  cease  in 
our  efforts  to  remove  the  discriminatory 
import  restrictions  which  are,  so  harm¬ 
ful  to  our  economic  welfare.  \ 

At  this  point  I  wish  to  include  in  the 
Record  the  text  of  an  editorial  on  this 
subject  which  appeared  in  the  Boston 
Herald  for  May  4,  1959,  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “Oil  and  Defense”: 

Oil  and  Defense 

President  Eisenhower's  decision  to  lift  the'' 
controls  on  oil  imported  from  Canada  effec¬ 
tive  June  1  is  a  wise  one.  The  controls 
should  never  have  been  put  on  in  the  first 
place.  But  the  new  policy  doesn’t  go  far 
enough. 

Mandatory  controls  were  imposed  March 
11  on  imports  of  crude  oil  and  its  principal 
products  regardless  of  source.  The  pretext 
was  that  oil  imports  threaten  to  impair  the 
national  security  by  making  it  unprofitable 
for  domestic  producers  to  develop  new 
sources  here.  Actually  it  was  a  backhanded 
way  of  protecting  domestic  oil  and  coal  pro¬ 
ducers  from  troublesome  competition.  The 
chief  victims  were  consumers  in  areas  like 
New  England  where  imported  oil  now  pro¬ 
vides  the  only  cheap  fuel.  Consumers  will 
pay  through  the  nose  in  higher  fuel  costs  this 
winter  unless  the  whole  scheme  is  aban¬ 
doned. 

But  the  policy  also  irritated  neighboring 
states  like  Canada  and  Venezuela  who  sup¬ 
plied  most  of  the  imports.  They  didn’t  like 
having  their  oil  trade  cut.  And  they  liked 
even  less  being  put  off  with  the  transparent 
excuse  that  our  national  security  required  it. 

The  President  tacitly  recognized  the  ab¬ 
surdity  of  the  defense  plea  last  March  when 
he  announced  that  conversations  were  being 
held  with  Canada  and  Venezuela  looking  to¬ 
ward  a  coordinated  approach  to  the  problem 
of  oil  as  It  relates  to  the  defense  of  the 
hemisphere.  The  Canadian  agreement  is 
belated  acceptance  that  Canada’s  oil  is  as 
vital  to  our  security  as  U.S.  oil. 

Unfortunately  the  same  thinking  is  not 
being  extended  to  Venezuela.  It  should  be. 
In  World  War  II,  when  sealanes  were  under 
constant  attack,  Venezuela  was  not  a  very 
secure  source  of  supply  even  for  us,  just 
across  the  Caribbean.  But  in  modern  war 
the  chief  threat  is  from  the  sky,  from  a 
blitz  of  devastating  missiles.  And'  Vene¬ 
zuelan  oil  is  far  more  secure  against  this 
kind  of  destruction  than  is  our  own  or 
Canada’s. 

Also  the  cold  war  is  making  it  increas¬ 
ingly  desirable  that  Western  hemisphere  oil 
resources  be  developed,  and  this  means  all 
such  resources.  Clifford  Frank  Owen  points 
out  in  the  latest  Harvard*  Business  Review 
that  U.S.  oil  companies  are  thinking  twice 
about  enlarging  their  investments  in  the 
troubled  Middle  East. 

“Increased  investment  in  the  oil  resources 
of  the  Western  Hemisphere — both  Canada 
and  Latin  America,”  he  says,  “provide  the 
opportunity  of  circumventing  the  uncer¬ 
tainty  of  Middle  East  supplies.  In  fact, 
conditions  now  are  highly  propitious  for  a 
favorable  solution  of  the  oil  problems  that 
have  beset  United  States-Latin  American 
relations  for  the  past  decade.” 

They  would  be  propitious,  that  is,  if  our 
Government  would  stop  listening  to  the 


self-serving  propaganda  of  the  coal  interests 
and  really  consider  our  security.  The  whole 
quota  rigmarole  should  be  dropped.  The 
Canadian  concession  should  be  just  the  first 
step. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Bass  of  Tennessee)  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  as  follows  for  today, 
on  account  of  official  business  to: 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Maryland,  Mr.  Frie- 
del,  Mr.  Garmatz,  Mr.  Lankford,  Mr. 
Fallon,  Mr.  Brewster. 

Mr.  Yates  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Libo- 
nati)  ,  for  Tuesday,  May  19,  1959,  on  ac¬ 
count  of  official  business. 


mittee  of  the  Whole  today  and  in^ude 
certain  tables  and  extraneous  matter. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Michel,  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter,  the  follow¬ 
ing:) 

Mr.  Halpern. 

Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Westland. 

Mr.  Conte. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  special  consent,  permission  to  ad- 
iress  the  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

*  Diggs  for  1  hour  today,  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks,  and  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter. 

Mrs.  Rogers  of  Massachusetts,  to  va¬ 
cate  the  special  order  she  had  for  today, 
and  to  be  allowed  to  address  the  House 
for  10  minutes  tomorrow  and  10  minutes 
on  Thursday  \ 

Mr.  PHiLBiN,Xor  20  minutes,  today. 

extensionXof  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
extend  remarks  in  tn&  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  ana\.extend  remarks, 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Irwin  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mon- 
agan)  and  to  include  a  letter 

Mr.  Boland  in  three  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  LoseX  in  three  instanced  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter, 

Mrs.  Kee  in  five  instances  and  \o  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mi’/Burdick  and  to  include  extraneous 

matter. 

Mr.  Collier  and  to  include  extrane< 
matter. 

/  Mr.  Adair  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  editorials. 

Mr.  McCormack  in  two  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Porter  following  Mr.  Burke  of 
Massachusetts  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado,  to  revise  and 
extend  the  remarks  he  made  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  today  and  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Patman,  to  revise  and  extend  the 
remarks  he  made  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  today  and  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Broyhill  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Michel),  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  made  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  and  include  tables  and  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Schwengel  and  to  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter. 

Mr.  Rains,  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  made  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  today. 

Mr.  Clem  Miller,  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  remarks  he  made  in  the  Com- 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

/ 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  sig¬ 
nature  to  an  enrolled  bill  of  the  Senate 
of  the  following  title: 

S.  902.  Aryict  to  provide  for  the  receipt  and 
disbursement  of  funds,  and  for  continuation 
of  accoums  when  there  is  a  vacancy  in  the 
office  of/the  disbursing  officer  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  Printing  Office,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses 


/ 


AGRICULTURE  APPROPRIATION 
BILL  - 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  yes¬ 
terday  just  before  the  House  adjourned, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  introduced  an  amendment  to  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  which  I 
am  very  much  afraid  he  did  not  under¬ 
stand,  and  I  am  very  much  afraid  the 
Members  of  the  House  did  not  under¬ 
stand. 

The  amendment  provides: 

Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in 
this  section  shall  be  used  to  process  a  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  loan  which  is  in  excess  of 
$50,000. 

The  effect  of  that  amendment  would 
be  to  completely  and  utterly  destroy  the 
farm  program  and  it. will  destroy  a  pro¬ 
gram  through  which  we  have  had  orderly 
marketing.  I  want  to  emphasize  the 
effect  it  will  have  on  the  producers  of  all 
commodities  and  when  the  program  is 
operated  through  co-ops.  For  instance, 
our  tobacco  program  is  operated  through 
'rthe  Tobacco  Stabilization  Corporation. 
The  Tobacco  Stabilization  Corporation 
borrows  money  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  If  we  are  restricted 
to  $50,000  loans  we  will  be  out  of  business 
overnight.  I  urge  the  Members  of  the 
House  to  vote  against  the  amendment. 
I  am  certain  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]  does  not  want  to 
destroy  the  farm  program. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

.Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  the  floor  and  he  is  completely 
within  his  rights  under  the  rules  of  the 
House  to  make  the  statement  he  is  mak¬ 
ing.  But  I  would  like  to  point  out  to 
him  that  this  matter  was  very  thor¬ 
oughly  debated  the  other  day.  It  is  com¬ 
ing  on  for  a  vote  tomorrow.  Very  few 
Members  are  present  and  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  the  gentleman  is,  I  would  not 
say  taking  undue  advantage,  but  cer¬ 
tainly  taking  something  of  an  advantage 
of  the  Members  who  debated  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  who  urged  its  adoption  and 
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who  are  not  present  and  will  not  have 
anything  in  the  Record  on  the  matter  by 
the  time  the  vote  comes  tomorrow. 

I  am  going  to  support  this  amendment 
and  I  think  the  reasons  that  will  per¬ 
suade  the  House  to  adopt  it  in  the  vote 
on  the  motion  to  recommit  that  carries 
over  will  be  sufficient. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
look  at  the  record,  it  was  proposed  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber],  after  all  the  Members  had  left 
the  House.  He  is  confused,  I  am  sure, 
with  the  other  Taber  amendment  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  ACP  program. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  amendment  was 
originally  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]  .  It  was  thoroughly 
debated,  it  was  defeated  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole;  so  everybody  was  here 
listening  to  the  debate.  Now  then,  when 
the  amendment  was  put  in  the  motion  to 
recommit,  of  course  that  was  after  the 
Committee  had  risen,  but  there  would  be 
no  further  opportunity  except  as  the 
gentleman  has  taken  advantage  of  the 
situation  tonight  to  debate  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  not  trying  to  de¬ 
bate  the  amendment  other  than  to  noti¬ 
fy  the  Members  of  the  House  of  the  dan¬ 
gerous  trend  of  the  amendment.  I  am 
asking  the  farm  organizations  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  an  opin¬ 
ion  and  will  have  it  here  by  noon  to¬ 
morrow. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  if  he  has  not  been  debating 
the  amendment,  then  I  have  not  heard 
a  debate  in  the, House.  I  say  it  will  not 
destroy  the  program. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1  ad¬ 
ditional  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  may  say 
that  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  has  the  floor  and  has  a  right  to 
speak  on  anything  he  pleases. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
point  out  that  not  only  would  this 
amendment  do  what  the  chairman  has 
just  explained  it  would  do  if  it  has  any 
effect  at  all,  but  the  way  it  is  written 
it  probably  has  not  any  effect  and  it  cer¬ 
tainly  will  not  do  the  things  that  its 
advocates  claim  it  will  do.  They  tell 
you  that  the  probabilities  of  it  is  to  pre¬ 
vent  one  man  or  one  group  of  men  from 
getting  large  and  excessive  loans  from 
the  Government.  But  read  the  motion 
to  recommit.  It  says: 

No  funds  appropriated  in  this  section  shall 
be  used  to  process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan 
which  is  in  excess  of  $50,000. 

I  may  have  a  crop  worth  a  quarter  of 
a  million  dollars. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr\  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  'that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  /notion  was  agreed  to;  accord¬ 
ingly  (at  5  o’clock  and  58  minutes  p.m.) 
the  House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  May  20,  1959,  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIl 


COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 


Under  clause\2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu¬ 
tive  communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker’s  tqble  and  referred  as 
follows : 

999.  A  letter  fromVthe  Secretary  of  the 
Army  transmitting  a  fetter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Departrhent  of  the  Army, 
dated  January  21,  1959,  Submitting  a  report, 
together  with  accompanying  papers  and 
illustration,  on  Great  Lakes  harbors  study — 
interim  report  on  Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio, 
requested  by  resolutions  of  Vhe  Committees 
on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senates  and  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  May\  18.  1956,  and 
June  27,  1956  (H.  Doc.  No.  \i48) ;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  anq  ordered  to 
be  printed  with  illustrations. 

1000.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
March  17,  1959,  submitting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illuswation, 
on  a  Great  Lakes  harbors  study — interim  re¬ 
port  on  Calumet  Harbor,  Ill.  and  Ind\  re¬ 
quested  by  resolutions  of  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate  and  Housexof 
Representatives,  adopted  May  18,  1956,  and 
June  27,  1956  (H.  Doc.  No.  149);  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered 
to  be  printed  with  illustrations. 

1001.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chi e/ 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  datqd 
February  4,  1959,  submitting  a  report,  yo- 
gether  with  accompanying  papers  and  illus¬ 
trations,  on  a  Great  Lakes  harbors  study- 
interim  report  on  Duluth-Superior  Harbor, 
Minn,  and  Wis.,  requested  by  resolutions  of 
the  Committees  on  Public  Works,  U.S/Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  May 
18,  1956,  June  29,  1955,  and  June/27,  1956, 
respectively  (H.  Doc.  No.  150);  to  /the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  with  two  illustrations. 

1002.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
January  21,  1959,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  accompanying/ papers  and  an 
illustration,  “Great  Lakes /Harbors  Study — 

:  Interim  Report  on  Buffalo  Harbor,  N.Y.,” 
requested  by  resolutions  of  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27,  19/66  (H.  Doc.  No.  151); 
to  the  Committee  pn  Public  Works  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  with  illustrations. 

1003.  A  letter  frojfi  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a  draft  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  Entitled  “A  bill  to  authorize 
the  use  of  fund/;  arising  from  a  judgment 

S  in  favor  of  the ,-Uoeur  d’Alene  Indian  Tribe, 

•  and  for  other  purposes”;  to  the  Committee 

1004.  A  let/er  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department/of  Defense,  transmitting  a  draft 
of  propose/  legislation  entitled  “A  bill  to 
amend  section  403  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of/l955  so  as  to  authorize  an  alterna- 
tive  procedure  which  may  be  utilized  in 
lieu  of/  title  insurance  on  military  family 
housing,  and  for  other  purposes”;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

1005.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator, 

!  Federal  Aviation  Agency,  transmitting  a 
i  draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  “A  bill 
]  tp  provide  for  the  settlement  of  claims  of 


military  personnel  and  civilian  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  damage  to,  or 
loss,  destruction,  capture,  or  abandonment 
of,  personal  property  occurring  incident  to 
their  service,  and  for  other  purposes”;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLU¬ 
TIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII.  reports 
of  committees  were  delivered  to  the 
Clerk  for  printing  and  reference  to  the 
proper  calendar,  as  follows : 

Mr.  DAWSON:  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations.  S.  900.  An  act  to  amend 
section  204(b)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  off  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to'  pay  direct  expenses  in 
connection  with  the  utilization  of  excess 
real  property  and  related  personalty,  and 
for  other  purposes;  with  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  368).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  oh  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  ASPINALL:  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs.  H.R.  7120.  A  bill  to 
amend  certain  laws  of  the  United  States 
in  light  of  the  admission  of  the  State  of 
Alaska  into  the  Union,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  369). 
Referrecj'  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
ind  severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Montana: 

H.R.  7229.  A  bill  to  make  permanent  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
rake  loans  under  section  17  of  the  Bank- 
hdfid-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended, 
the  act  of  August  31,  1954,  as  amended; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  BROOMFIELD: 

H.R\7230.  A  bill  to  free  farmers  from  Gov¬ 
ernment  control;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
cultures 

ByVMr.  BUCKLEY: 

H.R.  7231.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  tax  on 
transportation  of  persons;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  an/  Means. 

By  Mr!\BURDICK: 

H.R.  7232.  A  bill  to  make  permanent  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
make  loans  under  section  17  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm,  Tenant  Act,  as  amended, 
and  the  act  of  August  31,  1954,  as  amended; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  CELI 

H.R.  7233.  A  bill  tdyamend  section  632  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (\l  U.S.C.  1032)  by  in¬ 
serting  the  word  “first”  before  “meeting” 
and  by  adding  a  new  Action  644  so  as  to 
require  claims  to  be  filed  and  to  limit  the 
time  within  which  claim/  may  be  filed  in 
chapter  XIII  proceedings/  (wage  earners’ 
plans);  to  the  Committee  oil  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  7234.  A  bill  to  amen'q  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  provide  for  the  registration 
and  protection  of  trademarks  iysed  in  com¬ 
merce,  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  certain 
international  conventions,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  approved  July  5,  1946,  wild)  relation 
to  the  importation  of  trademarked,  articles 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commjttee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FORAND: 

H.R.  7235.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954,  so  as  to  restore  com¬ 
petitive  equality  to  retailers  and  other  dis¬ 
tributors  with  respect  to  certain  sales  \o 
business  and  other  organizations;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  \ 
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By  Mr,  KILGORE: 

H.R.7236.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
RevenueNpode  to  allow  gas  tax  refunds  due 
for  gasoline  used  by  aerial  applicators  serv¬ 
ing  farmers' to  be  refunded  to  the  aerial  ap¬ 
plicators  providing  such  service  to  farmers; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  LANE : 

H.R.  7237.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28,  entitled 
"Judiciary  and  Judicial  Procedure,”  of  the 
United  States  Code  to^  provide  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees 
arising  out  of  their  operation  of  motor  ve¬ 
hicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LOSER:  \ 

H.R.  7238.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  tax  on 
transportation  of  persons;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means.  \ 

By  Mr.  MOORE:  \ 

H.R.  7239.  A  bill  to  eliminate  the  date^of 
termination  of  the  provisions  of  law  author^ 
izing  issuance  of  nonquota  immigrant  visas'' 
to  certain  alien  orphans,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  7240.  A  bill  to  increase  the  annual 
income  limitations  governing  the  payment 
of  pension  to  certain  veterans  and  their  de¬ 
pension;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

H.R.  7241.  A  bill  to  amend  section  503  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  that 
social  security  benefits  shall  not  be  counted 
as  income  in  determining  eligibility  for 
pension;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  POFF: 

H.R.  7242.  A  bill  to  amend  sections  1,  57j, 
64a(5),  67b,  67c  and  70c  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska: 

H.R.  4243.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  provid¬ 
ing  for  a  program  to  eradicate  the  dogfish 
shark  on  the  Pacific  coast  in  order  to  ex¬ 
pand  such  program;  to  the  Committee  on 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 

By  Mr.  SPENCE: 

H.R.  7244.  A  bill  to  promote  and  preserve 
local  management  of  savings  and  loan  as¬ 
sociations  by  protecting  them  against  en¬ 
croachment  by  holding  companies;  to  th< 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

By  Mr.  WAMPLER: 

H.R.  7245.  A  bill  to  provide  for  th£  in¬ 
creased  use  of  agricultural  products /for  in¬ 
dustrial  purposes;  to  the  Committep'on  Agri¬ 
culture. 

By  Mr.  COOLEY:  / 

H.R.  7246.  A  bill  to  amend  tfie  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  /the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938/ as  amended,  and 
Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress,  as  amended;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  DERWtNSKI: 

H.R.  7247.  A  bj.ll  to  amend  the  act  of 
August  16,  1950;  relating  to  exclusion  from 
the  mails  of  crfoscene  articles,  and  for  other 
purposes;  tar  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  jUfervice. 

By'  Mr.  GIAIMO: 

H.R/7248.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Lanham  Act 
to  provide  a  preference  in  the  purchase  of 
housing  thereunder  to  the  widows  of  vet¬ 
erans;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
* Currency. 
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H.R.  7249.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  a  public 
health  training  program,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado: 

H.R.  7250.  A  bill  to  amend  section  12  of 
the  act  of  September  11,  1957;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  McDOWELL: 

H.R.  7251.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Mutual 
Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  O’KONSKI: 

H.R.  7252.  A  bill  to  amend  section  6150  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for 
advancement  on  the  retired  list  of  officers  of 
the  Army  or  Air  Force  specially  commended 
for  performance  of  duty  before  January  L 
1947,  in  actual  combat;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

By  Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts: 

H.  Con.  Res.  175.  Concurrent  resolution  en¬ 
deavoring  to  reduce  the  number  of  acci¬ 
dents  and  deaths  from  accidents  on  the 
highways;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce. 

\  By  Mr.  McDOWELL: 

H.  Res.  267.  Resolution  expressing  tjfe 
sense  ofv  the  House  of  Representatives  wvth 
respect  t/le terminations  of  whether  c/tain 
disputes  involving  the  United  Statfes  are 
subject  to  tli\compulsory  jurisdiction  of  the 
International  Court  of  Justice;  t/the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 


le  XXII,  memo- 
ancKref erred  as  fol- 


MEM< 

Under  clause  4  of, 
rials  were  presentee 
lows: 

By  Mr.  GIAIM0 :  Memorial  df  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  State  of  Connecticut  me¬ 
morializing  Congress  to  allow  an 'additional 
income  exemption  of  $1,200  for  an  individual 
who  is  a/tudent  at  an  institution  of\higher 
educatjdn;  to  the  Committee  on  Way/and 
Meat, 

the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the  Legifc 
:ure  of  the  State  of  California,  memorializ- 
the  President  and  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  relative  to  more  than  two 
terms  for  the  President  of  the  United  States; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Also,  memorial  of  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  memorializing  the  President 
and  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  rela¬ 
tive  to  requesting  and  recommending  pass¬ 
age  of  legislation  creating  a  Youth  Conserva¬ 
tion  Corps;  to  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor. 


PRIVATE  BILLS.  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  AVERY: 

H.R.  7253.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Luella  Johnson;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  COOLEY: 

H.R.  7254.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Simeen 
Chaghaghi;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


By  Mr.  DANIELS: 

H.R.  7255.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Eva,, 
Albertina,  and  Rita  Carrino;  to  the  Commij  * 
tee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  7256.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of/Miss 
Remedious  Villaneuva;  to  the  Comm/tee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  DURHAM: 

H.R.  7257.  A  bill  for  the  relie/of  Helen  W. 
Barksdale;  to  the  Committe/on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  GEORGE: 

H.R.  7258.  A  bill  for  tl/relief  of  Dimitroula 
A.  Kehages;  to  fixer  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary.  ' 

By  Mr.  GIAjiMO: 

H. R.  7259.  A  bfll  for  the  relief  of  Francesco 
Michienzi,  M^D.;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By/r.  MAILLIARD: 

H.R.  7^60.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  John 
NapoJ*f  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  MASON- 

I.  R.  7261.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Magda¬ 
lena  Bier;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida: 

H.R.  7262.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  George  W. 
Roberts;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  UDALL: 

H.R.  7263.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Edward 
Ketchum;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  petitions 
and  papers  were  laid  on  the  Clerk’s  desk 
and  referred  as  follows: 

188.  By  Mr.  WESTLAND:  Petition  of  the 
editors  of  Szavad  Magyarsag,  an  American- 
Hungarian  newspaper,  published  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  concerning  free  elections  in 
Hungary  and  other  capitive  nations;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

189.  By  Mr.  DOOLEY:  Resolution  of  the 
Westchester  County  (N.Y.)  Committee  for 
a  Sane  Nuclear  Policy,  in  favor  of  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  on  the  cessation  of  all  nu¬ 
clear  weapons  testing,  supporting  and  urg¬ 
ing  adoption  of  Senate  Resolution  96  and 
similar  legislation  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  and  suggesting  that  responsi¬ 
bility  vor  the  safeguarding  of  public  health 
relevanKto  radiation  hazards  be  transferred 
to  the  IRS.  Public  Health  Service;  to  the 
CommitteeNon  Foreign  Affairs. 

190.  By  MrXLANE :  Petition  of  the  Textile 
Workers  U n ion\of  America,  AFL-CIO,  local 
unions  in  Lawrtace,  Mass.,  on  minimum 
wage  legislation;  tis^the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor. 

191.  By  Mr.  LOSilR:  Petition  of  the 
Bishop  Adrian  General  Assembly,  Fourth 
Degree,  Knights  of  Cortunbus,  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  that  proper  authorit\of  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  be  requested  to  prepare  and  de¬ 
velop  a  motion  picture  in  colored  film  which 
will  show  existing  proper  rules  and  customs 
pertaining  to  the  display  and  use \f  the  flag 
of  the  United  States,  and  that  saiu\film  be 
made  available  to  schools,  universities,  li¬ 
braries,  clubs  and  other  organizations 
throughout  the  country;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 
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for  working  as  many  as  50  or  60  hours  a 
wedk.  Poverty  and  suffering  have  not  dis¬ 
appeared  from  America. 

Many  migrant  families  depend  upon  the 
income  from  their  children  to  eke  out  a 
meager,  existence.  The  family  is  seldom 
financially  able  to  met  any  emergency.  If 
they  arrive  a  few  days  before  the  crop  is 
ready  to 'harvest,  many  have  no  money  for 
food.  A  uniform  Federal  minimum  wage  and 
hour  regulation  would  reduce  some  of  these 
hardships.  \ 

The  United,  States  enjoys  great  wealth.  We 
are  proud  of  Vhe  high  standard  of  living  of 
our  citizens.  We  do  not  like  to  face  the 
fact  that  not  alkof  our  workers  have  the  same 
minimum  wage\  protection.  However,  only 
a  little  over  half'tof  those  who  could  be  cov¬ 
ered  by  Federal  Labor  Standards  Act  are  cov¬ 
ered.  Over  20  year  A  ago  protection  was  prom¬ 
ised  as  rapidly  as  practicable. 

Studies  have  beenVnade  to  determine  the 
effect  of  the  $1  minimum  wage  on  the  low- 
paying  industries.  ThWe  were  no  more  busi¬ 
ness  failures  than  normal  in  spite  of  predic¬ 
tions  to  the  contrary.  'A  small  amount  of 
unemployment  resulted  because  of  the  in¬ 
creased  wage  rate.  This  was  small  in  com¬ 
parison  to  the  number  whs  benefited.  The 
most  common  result  was  the.  replacing  of  ob¬ 
solete  machinery,  realinemekt  of  work  and 
other  methods  to  increase  efficiency  and  pro¬ 
ductivity.  \ 

The  increase  of  the  minimumXrate  to  $1.25 
now  would  be  absorbed  as  easilyi  as  was  the 
earlier  $1  rate.  This  would  notXcontribute 
to  inflation  because  most  of  the  money  would 
be  spent  for  necessities,  such  as  food  which 
is  a  surplus  item.  \ 

In  conclusion  we  urge  the  extension  of 
coverage  to  as  many  workers  as  possible.  No 
society  can  permit  any  group  within  itVto  be 
deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  a  decent  living 
standard  on  a  share  in  the  abundance  wiat 
society  provides,  without  gravely  impairing 
its  strength  and  cohesiveness.  \ 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  subr 
mitting  this  statement.  \ 


Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriations 


SPEECH 

OP 

HON.  FRED  SCHWENGEL 

OP  IOWA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday,  May  18,  1959 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
our  discussion  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  appropriation  bill  for  1960,  I  join 
with  several  of  my  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues  who  ask  that  the  costs  of  this 
program  be  considered  in  their  proper 
perspective  and  that  we  be  fair  in  the 
assessing  these  benefits  which  accrue 
directly  to  the  farmer  and  his  family. 

Farmers  are  not  to  be  blamed  for  the 
high  cost  of  surpluses  and  outmoded 
agricultural  programs.  Farmers  are 
harassed  by  a  cost-price  squeeze  result¬ 
ing  from  the  sharp  costs  which  occurred 
in  the  1939-52  period  and  which  has 
hardened  the  economy. 

The  big  majority  of  the  farmers  are 
not  asking  for  tax  handouts  from  the 


Government.  They  want  more  freedom 
less  Government  interference,  and  more 
commonsense  in  farm  programs.  Our 
farmers  and  ranchers  are  not  wallowing 
sin  Government  handouts.  Only  about 
56  percent  of  the  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  can  be  called  direct  aids  to  farmers. 
The  other  44  percent  benefits  many 
jpeople. 

Programs  that  make  up  the  44  percent 
have  multiple  benefits  and  should  not  be 
charged  exclusively  to  the  farmer.  In 
this  category  are  such  programs  as  long- 
range  programs  for  the  improvement  of 
agricultural  resources — including  re¬ 
search,  meat  inspection,  disease  and  pest 
control,  education,  market  development 
and  services,  protection  of  soil  and  water 
resources,  and  forest  arid  land  manage¬ 
ment. 

Our  investment  in  REA  and  FHA  loans 
is  subject  to  repayment  and  should  not 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  Agriculture 
program  cost. 

In  addition,  there  are  those  phases  of 
the  program  which  are  related  to  foreign 
aid  and  which  create  good  will  abroad. 
In  1958  alone  we  donated  $272,500,000 
worth  of  food  to  needy  persons  overseas. 

Then,  there  are  our  food  distribution 
programs :  surplus  foods  donated  through 
Department  of  Agriculture  auspices 
which  have  benefited  more  than  14  mil¬ 
lion  schoolchildren  through  the  school 
lunch  program  and  other  foods  which 
have  been  distributed  to  about  1.4  mil¬ 
lion  persons  in  charitable  institutions. 
In  March  of  this  year  alone,  surplus 
foods  were  distributed  to  5,741,298  needy 
persons  in  the  United  States. 

It  is  unfair  to  blame  farmers  for  the 
price  of  food  at  retail.  The  farmer’s 
share  of  the  food  dollar  today  is  40  cents, 
a  descent  from  a  peak  of  53  cents  in  1945. 

The  other  60  percent  of  the  food  dollar 
goes  to  pay  for  increased  labor  and 
transportation  costs;  it  goes  to  the  food 
packer  and  processor  and  to  pay  for 
those  attractive,  sanitary  food  packages 
which  look  so  good  in  the  supermarket 
and  store  so  well  in  the  deep  freezer,  the 
refrigerator,  and  the  cupboards. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program — the  long  term  and  only 
remaining  part  of  the  soil  bank.  This 
program  has  considerable  merit  as  a  tool 
for  getting  at  overproduction  and  over¬ 
capacity — the  roots  of  our  present  farm 
problem. 

Maintaining  fertility  falls  properly  to 
the  farmer  himself.  Conserving  the 
physical  integrity  of  the  soil  resource 
falls  to  the  Nation  as  Well  as  to  the 
farmer  and  landowner  in  order  to  save 
the  people’s  heritage  and  safeguard  the 
national  welfare.  If  the  soil  is  destroyed, 
then  our  liberty  of  choice  and  action  is 
gone,  condemning  this  and  future  gen¬ 
erations  to  needless  privations  and  dan¬ 
gers.  The  farmer  must  be  responsible 
for  crop  rotation  and  fertilization  in 
order  for  his  farm  to  get  at  least  normal 
yield  per  acre. 

Land,  after  all,  is  not  an  economical 
commodity.  It  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
Nation,  even  as  its  people  are,  and  re¬ 
quires  protection  by  the  individual 
owner  and  by  the  Nation  as  well.  This 
is  a  natural  resource  which  benefits  all 
the  people. 


The  conservation  reserve  plans  for  fu¬ 
ture  generations  as  a  reservoir  for  po¬ 
tential  food  production.  It  will  be  a 
reserve  for  more  food  and  better  food. 
For  present  generations,  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  water  resources,  increase  in 
recreational  and  wildlife  resources  and 
improvement  of  forest  resources  for  utili¬ 
zation  within  15  years  as  pulp  and  paper 
products,  bring  immediate  benefits. 

The  soil  bank  payments  average  $13.50 
per  acre  with  a  limitation  of  $5,000  to 
each  farm.  These  payments  do  not  com¬ 
pensate  the  farmer  for  what  he  would 
have  received  for  normal  farming  opera¬ 
tions.  Rather,  he  receives  an  annual 
payment  in  lieu  of  the  rent  he  might 
otherwise  receive  from  another  farmer 
for  the  use  of  his  land.  Furthermore,  the 
farmer  has  to  do  something  to  earn  this 
payment.  He  must  put  the  land  into 
grass  or  trees  or  other  permanent  cover, 
and  take  care  of  it. 

This  program  will  conserve  and  build 
our  vital  land,  water,  and  forest  re¬ 
sources,  and  .  alleviate  the  problems  of 
surplus  production  during  peacetime 
periods  of  normal  consumption  require¬ 
ments.  Within  a  few  years  we  can  dis¬ 
pose  of  our  surplus  stocks  and  save 
storage  and  interest  costs.  Acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  marketing  quotas,  and  support 
prices  will  not  be  necessary.  American 
farmers  will  be  able  to  get  decent  prices 
in  the  market  place. 

This  type  of  program  will,  through 
Government  action,  seek  to  compensate 
for  the  disadvantages  now  applicable  to 
farmers  caused  by  tariffs,  labor,  and 
social  legislation  which  increase  their 
costs. 

Our  farmers  and  ranchers  have  been 
victimized  during  the  past  10  years 
through  the  failure  of  the  Congress  to 
make  needed  changes  in  old,  outmoded 
legislation,  some  of  which  was  needed  to 
meet  the  wartime  emergency. 

Many  of  our  farm  families  and  the  tax¬ 
payers  will  continue  to  reap  the  sad  eco¬ 
nomic  consequences  of  obsolete  l'igid 
programs  unless  recommended  changes 
governing  our  price  support  laws  are 
made  without  delay. 

Congress  must  move  in  the  direction  of 
greater  freedom  for  our  farmers  and  less 
Government  in  agriculture. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  budget  ex¬ 
penditures  of  fiscal  year  1959  ( midyear  re¬ 
view  estimates) 

Millions 

Programs  having  multiple  benefits 
and.  not  directly  chargeable  to  the 
farmer : 

Programs  relating  to  foreign  aid, 
including  Public  Law  480  (Inter¬ 
national  Relations)  and  Inter¬ 
national  Wheat  Agreement _ $1,  383 

Food  distribution  programs,  includ¬ 
ing  commodity  purchases  under 
the  program  for  removal  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities, 


school  lunch  and  milk -  391 

Investment  in  REA  and  FHA  loans, 

which  are  subject  to  repayment- _  603 


Long-range  programs  for  the  im¬ 
provement  of  agricultural  re¬ 
sources,  including  research,  meat 
inspection,  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol,  education,  market  develop¬ 
ment  and  services,  protection  of 
soil  and  water  resources,  and  for¬ 
est  and  public  land  management-  645 

Total  (44  percent) -  8,  022 
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U  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  budget  ex¬ 
penditures  of  fiscal  year  1959  ( midyear  re¬ 
view  estimates) — Continued 

Millions 

Programs  predominantly  for  benefit 
of  the  farmer: 

Agricultural  conservation  program.  $257 

Soil  bank  programs _  880 

CCC  price  support,  supply,  and  re¬ 
lated  programs,  including  Na¬ 
tional  Wool  Act  and  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and  marketing  quotas.  2,  638 
Sugar  Act  program -  75 

Total  (56  percent) _  3,850 

Grand  total -  6,  872 


Crop  Surplus  Is  Costing  United  States 
Billions 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OP 

HON.  WILLIAM  S.  BROOMFIELD 

OP  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  6,  1959 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  scope  and  waste  of  our  Federal  agri¬ 
culture  subsidy  program  has  become  a 
disgrace  to  our  Nation  and  a  tremendous 
burden  upon  the  pocketbooks  of  our  tax¬ 
payers.  Recently,  the  Detroit  Free 
Press  printed  a  series  of  articles  on  this 
subject  which  I  believe  is  worthy  of  the 
attention  of  all  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  These  articles — the  first  of 
which  follows — give  a  good  picture  of 
the  waste  and  the  folly  of  our  present 
farm  programs: 

Crop  Surplus  Is  Costing  United  States 
Billions 
(By  Ray  Cave) 

America’s  farm  price  support  program  is 
developing  into  a  national  crisis,  and  unless 
there  is  drastic  congressional  action  things 
will  get  worse  before  they  get  better. 

By  June  the  Government  will  have  paid 
for  $9  billion  worth  of  surplus  farm  com¬ 
modities — primarily  wheat,  corn,  and  cotton. 

Nine  billion  dollars  is  enough  to  run  the 
city  of  New  York  government  for  more  th-ai. 
4  years  under  the  present  budget. 

The  Federal  Government  will  own  rnbre 
wheat  than  the  Nation  consumes  an/  ex¬ 
ports  in  a  year.  There  is  enough /wheat 
available  in  the  country  to  supply  domestic 
needs  for  nearly  4  years. 

The  Government  will  own  mofe  corn  and 
cotton  than  the  Nation  uses  a/(d  exports  in 
half  a  year. 

By  June  it  will  cost  $1,7110,000  every  day 
just  to  store  these  surpluses.  It  will  cost 
more  than  $500,000  a  d^y  to  move  the  com¬ 
modities,  and  a  million  dollars  a  day  in  in¬ 
terest  on  the  money  involved. 

Alarmed  by  the  post  of  the  price  support 
program.  President  Eisenhower  said  early 
this  year:  / 

‘‘The  price  pupport  and  production  con¬ 
trol  program /has  not  worked. 

“The  ejjisting  price  support  program 
channels  /host  of  the  dollars  to  those  who 
store  thfe  surpluses  and  to  relatively  few 
producers  of  a  few  crops.’’ 

Speaking  of  the  billion-dollar  storage  and 
cost,  Agriculture  Secretary  Ezra 
;  Benson  recently  said : 

"This  is  fantastic  and  indefensible.” 

The  spending  of  fortunes  to  keep  farm 
prices  high  has  led  to  situations  where; 


1.  The  Government  is  letting  private 
storage  companies  do  a  job  which  it  can  do 
for  half  as  much  money. 

2.  Government  storage  fees  insure  such 
profits  in  cheap  storage  facilities  that  ware¬ 
house  operators  have  offered  to  pay  farmers 
not  to  sell  their  crops  but  to  let  the  Govern¬ 
ment  take  them  over.  That  way,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  pays  for  the  crop  and  foots  the 
storage  bill. 

3.  One  storage  company  could  make  a 
$3  million  net  profit  on  the  Government 
business  it  handled  in  1  year. 

4.  A  fleet  of  old  freighters  had  to  be  used 
by  the  Government  to  store  surplus  wheat. 

Typical  of  the  farm  surplus  dilemma 
which  besets  the  country  is  the  story  of 
Bondurant,  Iowa. 

The  328  people  who  live  in  that  tiny  farm¬ 
ing  community  near  where  the  South 
Skunk  River  tumbles  past  Des  Moines 
wouldn’t  know  a  million  dollars  in  gold  if 
they  saw  it — and  they  can  see  it  by  looking 
out  their  windows. 

It’s  stored  in  230  squat  steel  bins,  built  in 
Successive  years  as  the  Government  bought 
millions  upon  millions  of  bushels  of  the 
surplus  commodity  they  contain,  hard,  yel¬ 
low  porn. 

It  fisn’t  unusual  to  have  a  million  dollars , 
in  your.  backyard  in  Iowa  these  days.  You 
can  seeNthe  same  thing  at  Pocahantas,  /5r 
Swea  City,  or  Clare,  or  Dickens,  or  Lake 
Park,  or  Wipterset. 

Stand  on  'any  Iowa  hill  and  chaiyifes  are 
you  would  sek  some  of  the  70,000  structures 
containing  part).,  of  the  391  million  .Bushels  of 
Government-owned  corn  stored  yn  the  State 
today. 

It  cost  the  Government  &0O6  million  to 
buy  the  corn  in  Iowa,  at  arr  average  cost  of 
$1.55  a  bushel.  But  nobody  wants  to  buy  the 
corn  from  the  Governing 

Of  the  215  million  bjstshels  stored  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  bins  in  195$g  orn^r  13,800,000  could 
be  sold. 

These  sales  wer/largely  possible  only  be¬ 
cause  the  corn  w as  starting  \o  deteriorate. 
The  law  allows  tne  sale  of  a  commodity  which 
might  spoil  tp  the  highest  bidden  above  the 
going  market  price. 

Some  of/ the  corn  in  Government  bins  is 
8  years  ojd,  but  each  year  huge  new  surpluses 
are  add/d. 

Th/reason  is  simple. 

Under  the  farm  support  law,  the  Depkrt- 
mgnt  of  Agriculture  must  acquire  all  cot 
ich  a  farmer  doesn’t  choose  to  sell  on  thk 
'open  market. 

Congress  has  seen  to  it  that  Uncle  Sam’s 
price  often  is  higher  than  the  market  price. 
As  a  result,  much  of  the  grain  is  bought  by 
the  Government. 

The  Government  is  able  to  sell  or  give 
away  only  a  fraction  of  what  it  buys.  The 
rest  it  must  store.  The  storage  problem 
alone  is  a  fiscal  chamber  of  horrors. 

According  to  the  Grain  Storage  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  Iowa,  the 
Government  can  store  corn  in  its  own  bins 
for  4  cents  a  bushel  a  year. 

If  deterioration  losses  and  depreciation  are 
considered,  the  cost  to  the  Government  to 
handle  its  own  storage  becomes  6  cents  a 
bushel  a  year. 

But  the  Government  is  paying  16(4  cents 
a  bushel  a  year  to  private  concerns  which 
store  corn,  plus  4  cents  a  bushel  for  loading 
and  handling. 

In  spite  of  this  apparent  tremendous  dif¬ 
ference  in  cost,  the  national  farm  policy  de¬ 
mands  that  private  storage  facilities  be  used 
whenever  they  are  available. 

In  Iowa  in  the  last  year,  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  statistics  show,  the  Government: 

Paid  $8  million  to  store  grain  in  its  own 
bins; 

Paid  an  estimated  $30  million  to  store  less 
grain  in  private  facilities. 


The  records  indicate  that  the  Government 
could  have  saved  a  minimum  of  $15  milliorj 
by  setting  up  its  own  storage  facilities  for 
all  of  the  grain  it  owns  in  Iowa. 

But  even  Government-owned  storage  is 
expensive.  It  takes  505  Federal  em/Toyees 
to  look  after  the  Government’s  s/orage  of 
farm  surpluses  in  Iowa. 

Harold  Brightwell,  in  charge/bf  Govern¬ 
ment  grain  storage  in  Iowa,  says  each  bin 
must  be  checked  twice  a  month  for  spoilage. 

Moisture  is  the  deadly  enemy.  Fans  are 
now  being  used  to  ventil/te  the  large  bins. 

Last  year,  Brightwell  says,  about  4  million 
bushels  of  the  215  million  bushels  of  corn 
stored  in  Government  bins  was  deteriorating 
and  had  to  be  sold/ 

Another  11,569/uushels  was  damaged  be¬ 
yond  any  value/  This,  in  terms  of  the  corn 
stored  by  the / Government  in  Iowa,  is  an 
insignifican/amount  to  lose,  says  Brightwell. 

One  forna  of  storage  is  that  operated  by 
farmers  an  their  own  land.  The  farmers 
keep  the  corn,  after  getting  their  money  for 
the  cr/p  from  the  Government,  and  store  it 
theq/selves. 

>r  keeping  a  watchful  eye  on  their  crop 
they  receive  the  full  storage  rate  of  16  yz 
fonts  a  bushel  a  year.  There  were  63  million 
bushels  of  this  “reseal”  corn  on  Iowa  farms 
last  year. 

For  going  into  the  storage  business  (often 
using  Government  loans  to  build  the  facili¬ 
ties — and  at  considerable  urging  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment)  Iowa  farmers  grossed  $10  million 
last  year. 

Though  the  storage  industry  avoids  efforts 
to  pin  it  down  on  the  exact  cost  of  building 
and  operating  bin-type  storage  for  corn,  it  is 
generally  conceded  that  such  storage  often 
can  be  constructed  for  30  to  40  cents  a 
bushel. 

Does  this  mean  the  16(4 -cent  storage  rate 
paid  by  the  Government  is  making  a  “sur¬ 
plus  profit”  deal  out  of  the  storage  industry 
in  Iowa? 

“Emphatically  not,”  says  Fred  Maywald, 
official  of  the  Iowa  Farmers  Grain  Dealers 
Association,  which  has  300  storage  firm  mem¬ 
bers. 

“Tlie  Government  keeps  encouraging  us 
to  build  storage  facilities,”  he  says.  (Wash¬ 
ington  is  indeed  making  exery  effort  to  en¬ 
courage  private  storage  construction.) 

“If  the  Government  wants  the  warehouse 
trade  to  continue  expanding  its  facilities  to 
handle  surplus  crops,  it  will  have  to  keep 
the  16(4 -cent  storage  rate,”  Maywald  says, 
‘Everybody  in  Iowa  would  be  glad  if  we  didn’t 
^ave  to  build  another  bushel  of  storage  space. 
\“We’re  afraid  if  we  build  as  fast  as  the 
Government  wants  us  to  and  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  changes  we’ll  have  empty  warehouses 
across\the  State.” 

Yet,\f  the  farm  surplus  situation  is  a 
scandal  Nfrom  one  point  of  view,  it  is  no 
gravy  trail*  for  the  farmer  from  the  other. 

A  man  who  knows  both  is  Joseph  F.  Car- 
ber,  a  Clinton  County  farmer  and  head  of 
the  Agriculture  Stabilization  Committee  in 
Iowa. 

‘The  farmer  i\  living  well,  that’s  true," 
says  this  ruddy-facd  operator  of  220  acres. 

“I  never  thought \  ^ would  make  as  much  as 
I  am,  and  I  never  thought  it  would  cost  me 
so  much  to  make  lt.\  Like  everybody  else, 
our  standard  of  living  lk  up,  but  don’t  think 
the  average  farmer  is  getting  rich. 

“My  net  income  last  yeas,  was  $4,000  (com¬ 
pared  with  an  average  of  $4,667  for  the  State) . 
Considering  the  time  I  put  iJt  on  that  farm, 
that  doesn’t  make  my  hourly  wage  very  high.” 
(It  also  is  noteworthy  that  this  rs  the  income 
on  a  farm  worth  an  estimated  $^00,000,  in¬ 
cluding  equipment). 

But  if  farmer  Carber  seems  unconcerned 
about  the  surplus  crisis,  Government,  repre¬ 
sentative  Carber  is  a  much  more  worried 
man. 
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in  the  'legislative  branch  of  the  government. 
Oliver  Cromwell,  in  proroguing  the  English 
Parliamerk,  pointed  his  sword  at  the  mace 
lying  upoiv  the  table  of  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons  and  ctjed,  “Take  away  this  bauble.” 
And  when  it  \  was  carried  out  there  went 
with  it  representative  government  in  all 
England. 

Again,  Napoleon\  stalking  into  the  French 
Chamber  of  Deputies  at  the  head  of  his 
grenadiers,  cried  “Follow  me.  I  am  destiny. 
I  am  the  divinity  of  the  day.”  As  his  bayo¬ 
nets  drove  out  the  representatives  of  the 
people,  some  of  them  \climbing  through 
windows  to  escape,  they  dhpve  out  civil  and 
religious  liberty. 

From  that  day  until  the  eriil  of  the  Napo¬ 
leonic  dynasty,  France,  and  alhEurope  con¬ 
trolled  by  France,  was  withoutNjepresenta- 
tive  government. 

Again,  more  recently.  Hitler,  seizing  the 
reins  of  government  in  Germany,  as  toe  first 
step  toward  world  domination,  burnea\down 
the  Reichstag  Building,  so  that  Germany’s 
House  of  Representatives,  unable  to  m\et, 
was  scattered  in  confusion,  and  before  \t 
could  reassemble,  a  large  number  had  beer 
proscribed  or  were  in  concentration  camps, ' 
and  free  government  in  Germany  had  been 
destroyed,  and  free  government  was  in  peril 
throughout  the  world. 

Here  in  America,  whenever  any  man  or 
group  of  men  have  sought  to  establish  auto¬ 
cratic  control,  whether  political,  economic, 
or  industrial,  they  have  struck,  either  di¬ 
rectly  or  by  innuendo,  at  the  influence  of 
the  representatives  of  the  American  people. 
Of  course,  the  American  people  have  long 
ago  advanced  beyond  the  stage  of  armed  in¬ 
terference  with  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government  by  military  authorities.  That 
would  be  impossible  in  America  today.  Our 
state  of  civilization  does  not  countenance 
the  political  prison  or  the  concentration 
camp.  But  there  are  other  ways  of  under¬ 
mining  the  standing  and  influence  of  the 
assembly  in  the  regard  and  confidence  of  the 
people,  which,  whether  with  or  without 
sinister  motives,  can  be  just  as  effective 
when  carried  to  their  ultimate  conclusion. 

Both  Congress  and  the  State  legislatures 
have  been  subject  to  criticism — as  they 
should  be — ever  since  the  establishment  of 
the  Republic.  One  of  the  most  priceless 
prerogatives  of  every  American  citizen  is  the 
right  to  criticize  his  elected  public  servants, 
and  that  right  has  been  widely  and  fully 
exercised  from  the  admission  of  the  State 
into  the  Union  down  to  the  70th  General 
Assembly  now  in  session.  At  times  that 
criticism  has  been  more  virulent  and  more 
undeserved  than  at  others.  And  that  is  as 
:  should  be.  Better  that  we  be  unjustly 
accused  on  many  occasions  than  that 
escape  merited  stricture  on  any  single  Oc¬ 
casion. 

The  right  to  criticize — freedom  of  spe^ch- 
has  come  down  to  us  simultaneously^  with, 
and  as  a  corollary  of,  parliamentary  pro¬ 
cedure.  Freedom  of  speech  is  inevitably  ac¬ 
companied  by  parliamentary  control  of  the 
right  to  speak. 

Parliamentary  practice  had /Its  inception 
when  the  tribe — beneath  thg  oaks  of  Eng¬ 
land  or  in  the  Black  Forests  of  Germany — 
finally  agreed  to  sit  dow/  in  a  circle  and 
speak  one  at  a  time,  iyid  that  is  the  pri¬ 
mary  requisite  in  parliamentary  procedure 
today. 

We  trace  the  beginning  of  the  struggle 
for  individual  rights — the  rights  of  the  peo- 
"  pie — the  protection  of  the  citizen  against 
the  tyranny  of  t Jae  state  from  earliest  times. 

The  spirit  or  democracy  knows  no  geo¬ 
graphical  bounds.  At  the  time  the  yeomen 
of  the  British  Isles  were  maintaining  their 
rights  agamst  autocracy  the  Gauls  and 
Franks  i ry  Germany  were  fighting  the  same 
battle.  .After  the  Battle  of  Soissons  there 
were  vast  quantities  of  booty — the  wealth 
of  tl>6  dying  Roman  Empire.  Among  the 


spoils  was  a  beautiful  vase  which  King 
Clovis  asked  be  allotted  to  him.  But  a  pri¬ 
vate  soldier  from  the  ranks  insolently  swung 
his  battle  axe  and  shattered  it  into  a  thou¬ 
sand  fragments.  So  strong  was  the  sense  of 
equality  and  equity  among  the  Germanic 
people  that  the  King  dared  not  show  re¬ 
sentment.  But  a  few  weeks  later  when  in 
the  course  of  his  inspection  of  the  troops  he 
discovered  a  spot  and  a  broken  thong  on  the 
soldier’s  shield,  he  cut  him  down  with  his 
battle  axe  and  looking  down  at  him  said,  ‘ 
“Thus  didst  thou  to  the  vase  of  Soissons.” 

From  these  many  divergent  sources  has 
come  our  love  for  democracy  and  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  law  necessary  to  preserve  it. 

When  Jefferson  was  called  on  as  Vice 
President  to  preside  over  the  Senate  he — in 
his  usual  methodical  manner — prepared  a 
digest  of  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Eng-’ 
lish  House  of  Commons.  With  his  oppor¬ 
tunities  during  his  service  as  Washington’s 
Ambassador  to  France  to  contrast  the  tradi¬ 
tional  deficiencies  of  the  singularly  ineffec¬ 
tive  rules  of  the  succeeding  French  Assem¬ 
blies  his  Jefferson’s  Manual  probably 
embodied  the  most  efficient  system  of  par¬ 
liamentary  practice  up  to  that  time.  And 
'it  remains  today  tlie  basic  law  of  the  Na-/ 
tlqnal  House  of  Representatives. 

well  established  system  of  procedure/is 
essential  to  expedition  and  efficiency  in  leg¬ 
islation.  And  familiarity  with  the  proce¬ 
dure  o\the  House  is  indispensible  to/a  suc¬ 
cessful  'legislative  campaign.  How  often 
have  we  seen  a  minority  put  it^/  program 
through  against  a  decisive  majority  through 
superior  knowledge  and  application  of  par¬ 
liamentary  tactics. 

But  parliamentary  law  capfiot  be  learned 
from  a  textbook\  It  requires  practice  and 
observation.  For  \that  reason  those  con- 
stitutencies  which  \etai»i  their  representa¬ 
tive  from  year  to  yeiq/  exercise  the  largest 
influence  in  the  assei 

It  has  always  betn  So.  President  Taft, 
during  his  service  As  ChM  Justice  recalled 
that  Edmund  Burke  himself  related  that  it 
was  by  slow  degrees  and  constant  applica¬ 
tion  that  Charles  James  Fox.  became  the 
greatest  parliamentary  debater  nj  the  world. 
Speaker  Champ  Clark,  who  knew  whereof 
he  spoke, /aid  that  a  man  has  tX  learn  to 
be  a  representative  and  the  best  rule  is  for 
a  constituency  to  select  a  man  of  rkir  ca¬ 
pacity/  industrious,  honest,  sober  ancl\our- 
ageoiis,  and  keep  him  as  long  as  he  Niis- 
chagges  his  duties  faithfully  and  well.  I  Pus 
to/the  interest  of  the  State  of  Missouri  that 
ie  constituencies  represented  here  today' 
'observe  that  wise  admonition — concurred  in 
by  two  great  Americans  who  left  their  im¬ 
press  indelibly  on  our  national  institutions. 
The  lengthening  service  of  your  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  Senator  Kinney,  and  his 
invaluable  contributions  through  the  years 
to  his  district,  his  city,  his  State  and  to 
the  Nation  constitute  a  convincing  example 
of  the  cogency  of  that  long-tested  rule. 

As  representatives  you  are  faced  today  with 
the  most  momentous  issues  of  any  Missouri 
House  since  the  civil  war.  For  the  problems 
of  the  Nation  are  the  problems  of  the  re¬ 
spective  States.  The  Nation  today  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  unprecedented  complications  in 
defense,  inflation,  labor  standards,  economic 
monopoly  and  predatory  exploitation  of  the 
constffner,  which  mark  the  struggle  today 
between  democracy  and  totalitarianism  in 
modern  business.  And  in  our  State  especial¬ 
ly  just  at  this  time  the  price  of  agricultural 
products  and  farm  income  are  among  the 
critical  domestic  problems  of  the  day.  (I  am 
gratified  to  see  present  in  the  chamber  this 
afternoon  a  great  farm  leader,  Mr.  Heinkel, 
whom  the  Missouri  delegation  in  Congress  is 
always  glad  to  follow  in  matters  of  agricul¬ 
tural  policy.) 

In  its  widest  implications  the  field  of  leg¬ 
islative  responsibility  of  the  Missouri  Gen¬ 


eral  Assembly  is  no  longer  provincial;  it  is 
nationwide. 

Missouri  is  one  of  the  great  States  of  the 
Union.  It  has  a  great  history  and  a  greater 
destiny.  A  great  and  wise  Governor.  Prog¬ 
ress  and  prosperity  are  just  ajriead.  And  in 
the  future  this  house  and  its  speaker  and 
the  senate  and  its  lieutenant  governor  have 
ahead  of  them  an  ever  widening  field  of  serv¬ 
ice  and  accomplishment  .And  achievement. 


Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Bill,  1960 


SPEECH 

OF 

CLARE  E.  HOFFMAN 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  18,  1959 

The  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  had  under 
consideration  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  unless  1  am  completely  mis¬ 
taken,  the  validity  of  justice  of  this 
amendment  is  admitted  both  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the 
ranking  minority  member. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  I  have  not 
so  agreed  and  did  not  agree.  But  I  say 
that  if  there  is  merit  to  the  gentleman’s 
argument  then  the  proper  place  to  pre¬ 
sent  it  is  before  the  legislative  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  not  on  the  floor 
after  the  contracts  have  been  entered 
into. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Per¬ 
haps,  unintentionally,  I  misstated  myself. 
What  I  meant,  and  what  I  think  the 
Record  will  show,  if  the  gentleman  does 
not  revise  his  remarks,  was  that  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  admitted 
there  was  merit  in  the  amendment.  I 
realize  that  the  opposition  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  merit  is  to  object  that 
the  present — that  is,  when  it  is  offered 
from  the  floor — is  neither  the  time  nor 
the  proper  place  to  consider  or  adopt 
it — just  postpone  it — the  amendment  is 
all  right,  but  let  let  us  not  take  it  up 
now.  That  is  the  usual  argument  here 
when  it  appears  that  the  committee  had 
failed  to  see  the  need  in  committee. 

This  morning  a  letter  came  to  me, 
which  may  be  of  interest  to  those  who 
in  the  last  session  and  since  have  con¬ 
tinuously  criticized  and  berated  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Benson.  That  let¬ 
ter  was  read  to  you  just  a  few  minutes 
ago.  You  might  give  it  consideration 
in  considering  the  pending  amendment. 
In  those  days,  we  were  told  time  and 
time  again,  not  only  by  present  Members 
of  the  House  but  by  some  who  are  not 
now  here  that,  if  we  did  not  get  rid  of 
Secretary  Benson,  the  country  would  go 
to  the  dogs;  that  Secretary  Benson’s 
agricultural  program  was  worse  than  the 
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program  and  the  administration  of  the 
program  which  was  adopted  in  1938  by 
our  Democrat  friends. 

And  permit  me  to  add  that  time  and 
experience  have  demonstrated  that  that 
program,  while  it  may  have  gained  votes 
for  its  originators  and  sponsors,  has  as 
yet  neither  cured  nor  contributed  to  the 
cure  of  any  of  the  ills  affecting  the  agri¬ 
culture  industry,  although  we  can  all 
admit  that  it  has  been  beneficial  to  a 
few  large  corporations  which  have  been 
farming  and  collecting  subsidies.  It  has 
not  reduced  our  surpluses. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  know  some¬ 
thing  about  farming  for  at  least  60  years 
and,  while  the  farmers  suffered  hard¬ 
ships,  so  did  others,  including  an  almost 
fixed  percentage  of  businessmen. 

A  few  years  ago,  a  friend  who  was 
township  clerk  as  well  as  chairman  of 
the  Republican  township  committee  in 
one  of  the  townships  of  my  home  county 
of  Allegan,  wrote  me  that,  in  his  town¬ 
ship,  because  of  Secretary  Benson’s  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Democrat  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  that  is,  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  and  the  amendments 
thereto,  the  farms  in  that  particular 
township  were  being  abandoned. 

At  my  suggestion,  personal  surveys 
were  made  by  disinterested  people  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  situation  in  that  town¬ 
ship.  One  was  by  a  member  of  the  State 
senate  and  another  by  a  disinterested 
individual,  both  acquainted  not  only  with 
the  farms  but  with  the  people  who  lived 
on  the  farms  in  that  particular  town¬ 
ship. 

Do  you  know  what  that  survey  pointed 
out?  Sure,  that  many  of  my  constitu¬ 
ents  and  others  living  in  the  district  of 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ford],  were  abandoning  farming.  But 
there  was  a  joker  in  the  situation.  The 
farmers  were  not  farming.  Do  you  know 
what  they  were  doing?  They  went  to 
Holland  City  and  to  factories  in  our  own 
towns  in  the  Fourth  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Michigan  and  worked  in  the 
factories.  They  lived  at  home  on  the 
farms  but  they  were  letting  the  kids  and 
the  women  of  their  households  run  the 
farms  with  the  tractors  and  other  farm 
machinery  which  made  it  possible  to  have 
two  instead  of  one  family  income.  That 
is  the  way  they  were  moving  out.  They 
were  enjoying  two  sources  of  income. 
Permit  me  to  say  to  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  me  that  that  explains  why  j 
there  are  more  Democrat  votes  than , 
usual  up  there  in  the  last  election.  Some  t 
people  think  it  is  fine  to  have  Uncle  Sam  ' 
give  them  a  cash  benefit  if  others  pay  i 
the  larger  part  of  it.  They  draw  their 
wages  in  the  factory.  They  want  higher  ' 
wages  while  working  in  the  factory,  then 
let  the  wife  and  kids  run  the  farm.  They 
have  no  objection  to  a  gift  of  cash  if 
it  is  paid  in  larger  part  by  the  other 
fellow.  They  are  fine  folks,  they  are  the  ! 
people  who  pay  the  taxes,  but  I  do  not ! 
know  of  any  reason  why  we  should  let  [ 
the  farmer  turn  his  soil  into  conservation 
payments  and  then  take  a  job  which  an-  ' 
other  man  needs  and  who  has  no  source  ! 
of  income  except  his  labor.  But  if  you  ! 
want  it  that  way,  you  can  have  it. 

In  my  judgment,  it  is  neither  right  nor 
fair  to  permit  a  landowner  to  put  hisl 


farm  in  the  soil  conservation  program, 
draw  down  a  subsidy  for  taking  his  land 
out  of  production,  and  be  given  a  special 
benefit  or  subsidy  which  must  be  paid 
from  the  taxes  collected  from  all  of  us. 
That  procedure  is  a  deliberate  taking  of 
the  money  paid  to  Uncle  Sam  by  every¬ 
one,  regardless  of  their  wishes,  and  used 
for  the  benefit  of  those  belonging  to  a 
special  group. 

It  is  especially  reprehensible  when  the 
benefit  payments  go  in  large  chunks  to 
corporations  or  wealthy  individuals  who 
own  large  farms.  Yet  many  brazenly 
assert  that  the  program  is  for  the  aiding 
of  the  small  farmer.  That  is  nonsense 
and  most  of  us  know  it.  As  many  an 
editorial  has  pointed  out,  it  is  vote  buying 
through  the  expenditure  of  tax  dollars. 
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Indonesians  Live  With  Hopes,  Fears 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


HON.  J.  CARLTON  LOSER 

OP  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HGjUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  May  19,  1959 

Mr.  LOSER.  \  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hav/  al¬ 
ready  placed  in  the  Record  severe/ arti- 
|  cles  written  by  Mr,  Coleman  A.  Harwell, 
editor  of  the  Nashville  Tennessean,  dur¬ 
ing  his  world  tour. 

Under  leave  to  extehd  m/ remarks,  I 
am  today  including  the  /vest  of  three 
articles  on  Indonesia.  I  .believe  you  will 
find  it  of  interest.  It  follows: 

Indonesians  Live  W/th  Hopes,  Fears 
(By  Colemaiy A.  Harwel 
;  Jakarta,  Indonesia; — Mochta  Lu\is,  one  of 

the  victims  of  Indonesia’s  strange  ''struggle 
for  independence/sent  out  a  message  hope 
I  last  week  frony  the  imprisonment  of  his 
j  home. 

The  tragic/situation  of  Lubis  typifies  fee 
,  confusion  And  contradictions  of  Indonesr 
:  today.  HiS  message  bespeaks  both  the  hopes\ 
and  the/frustrations  you  discover  on  every 
;  hand^ 

This  was  his  message: 

“Despite  the  present  situation,  I  am  fully 
confident  in  the  cause  of  true  democracy  for 
“  idonesia.” 

Lubis  is  not  a  military  hero.  Many  of  his 
fellow  countrymen  dispute  that  he  is  indeed 
a  hero  at  all.  Some  of  them  say  of  this  edi¬ 
tor  who  has  been  held  prisoner  in  his  own 
home  for  2  years,  without  trial,  that  he  was 
too  brash.  With  this  Lubis  agrees. 

“My  continued  detention,”  he  said,  “is  my 
own  fault  because  I  refuse  to  compromise 
the  principles  of  the  freedom  of  the  press.” 

His  message  was  delivered  in  the  worn 
voice  of  his  tiny  wife.  Holly,  whose  eyes  filled 
with  tears  as  she  spoke. 

TOLD  OF  CONCERN 

She  had  been  told  that  newspapermen  all 
over  the  free  world,  from  New  York  to 
Jerusalem  to  Ceylon,  were  concerned  with 
her  husband’s  fate  and  welfare.  She  had 
been  asked  how  things  were  with  her  and 
him  and  their  three  little  children. 

“It  is  not  so  bad,”  she  said,  “we  hope  *  *  *” 

She  turned  her  head  away  as  tears  welled 
up.  But  only  for  a  moment;  then  she  turned 
back  and  smiled  and  said,  “I’m  sorry.” 

That  was  her  only  display  of  emotion  in 
our  talk,  the  only  evidence  of  the  strain  of 
keeping  life  on  an  even  keel  in  a  home  that 
is  a  prison. 


She  and  the  children  come  and  go  freely. 
It  is  especially  important  that  the  little  ones 
not  to  be  upset  by  the  abnormal  situation/ 
that  she  and  her  husband  not  let  their  anx¬ 
iety  show  to  them.  And  that  is  difficul/in 
the  face  of  the  uncertainty,  the  lack  of  /ope, 
not  knowing  if  anything  will  happen  today  or 
tomorrow  or  the  day  after. 

That  is  why  Lubis’  predicament, is  typical 
of  Indonesia — the  uncertainty,-’  the  not 
knowing,  the  evasion  of  concrete  decisions. 

NO  COMPROMISE’ 

Lubis  was  one  of  the  millions  who  exulted 
when  the  heavy  yoke  of-  Dutch  rule  was 
thrown  off  in  1950.  He/welcomed  freedom 
not  with  just  a  shout,  .but  with  a  clattering 
typewriter  that  proclaimed  his  joy  and  also 
his  unwillingness  to  compromise  on  any  issue 
of  freedom. 

His  critics  say  he  went  too  far.  Even  some 
newsmen  who  proclaim  their  personal  friend¬ 
ship  say  he  wa's  too  vitriolic  in  his  criticism 
of  President  gukarno — he  should  have  known 
Sukarno  would  get  even  with  him;  that’s  the 
Indonesia/  way.  In  any  event,  Lubis  went 
right  on/With  his  attacks. 

When  a  high  official — Abdulgani — accom- 
panyiiig  Sukarno  to  America  in  1956,  was 
alleged  to  have  profited  on  a  dollar  exchange 
in/San  Francisco,  Lubis  printed  the  story  in 
s  newspaper,  Indonesian  Ria.  Lubis  was 
rrested  soon  afterward,  placed  under  house 
arrest.  His  newspaper,  hounded  by  the  gov¬ 
ernment,  finally  gave  up. 

There  is  a  question  as  to  whether  Lubis’ 
immediate  situation  was  helped  or  injured 
earlier  this  year  when  he  was  voted  the  $5,000 
Magsaysay  award  by  Philippine  newspapers 
for  the  greatest  contribution  to  press  free¬ 
dom  in  South  Asia.  Certainly  it  has  not 
helped  in  feeding  the  Lubis  household,  for 
the  money  is  still  in  Manila. 

HOPE  DASHED 

Earlier  this  year,  a  professor  who  had  won 
the  Sukarno  Government’s  disfavor,  was  per¬ 
mitted  to  go  to  Manila  to  collect  a  similar 
award.  This  spurred  hope  in  the  Lubis 
household  for  a  time.  But  nothing  hap¬ 
pened. 

So  Lubis  paints  colorful  scenes  of  the  beau¬ 
tiful  tropic  land  he  loves  so  much,  reads 
everything  he  can  get  hold  of,  talks  with 
Holly,  helps  his  chillren  with  their  studies — 
and  waits. 

But,  in  contrast  with  past  years,  criticism 
of  the  Government  on  any  important  issue 
^cannot  be  found.  And  the  vigorous  investi¬ 
gative  reporting,  once  prevalent,  is  now  non¬ 
existent. 

ressures  on  the  press — a  sort  of  cat-and- 
moifes  technique  typical  of  pubfic  life  in 
Indonesia — had  started  before  last  year’s  re- 
bellionXin  Sumatra.  Since  then,  the  country 
has  been,  under  martial  law  and  the  press  is 
under  co^rcl  of  the  military  commander  in 
each  area. 

'  )RMY  CRACKS  WHIP 

Control  is  ported  in  a  most  tantalizing, 
mercurial  fashion.  Instead  of  a  press  law  or 
advance  censorship,  the  army  cracks  down 
afterward  in  any  feiy  it  sees  fit,  whether  or 
not  the  matter  is  military. 

The  latest  instanceNwould  have  been  funny 
if  it  had  not  been  so  serious.  It  illustrates 
how  things  are  done  in  Indonesia. 

A  Dutch  captain,  Henrlcus  Schmidt,  cap¬ 
tured  in  the  revolution  ancfeentenced  to  life 
for  war  crimes,  was  given  a  induced  sentence 
to  5  years,  set  free  because  he  had  already 
been  in  prison  5  years,  and  permitted  to  leave 
the  country. 

The  attorney  general  announced  the  fact, 
which  was  published  by  all  paperk  Wide¬ 
spread  protests  resulted,  so  the  attorney  gen¬ 
eral  was  removed  from  office.  That Official 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  conservative,  goVern- 
ment-critic  paper,  Pedoman,  saying  he  ^elt 
he  should  not  have  been  discharged  because 
he  merely  executed  the  order  issued  by  thk 
supreme  court. 
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FATS  AND  OILS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  147,  to  suspend  temporarily  the, 
tax  on  the  processing  of  palm  oil,  palm-kernel  oil,  and  fatty  acids,  salts,  >and 
combinations,  or  mixtures  thereof.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 
P.  7714 

10.  ROaDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  4695,  to  increase  the  period  in /Which 

actual  construction  shall  commence  on  rights-of-way  acquired  in  anticipation 
of  hrghway  construction  from  5  to  7  years.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p.  7719 

11.  SUGAR.  Received  from  the  President  a  certified  copy  of  the  International  Sugar 

Agreement  of  1958,  dated  at  London,  Dec.  1,  1958,  and  a  report  from  the  State 
Department  explaining  the  purposes  and  provisions  of  the  agreement,  p.  7682 

12.  RESEARCH.  Passedvover,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S./690,  to  provide  for 

increased  research  on  the  industrial  use  of  agricultural  products,  p.  7702 
Received  a  NebrXLegislature  resolution  favoring  enactment  of  legislation 
for  the  establishment^ of  a  soil  and  water  research /laboratory  in  the  Great 
Plains  area.  p.  7685 


3.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  over,  sh:  the  request  of  Senylteating,  S.  91  and  H.  R.  4601, 
to  limit  to  cases  involvings,  the  national  security  the  prohibition  on  payment 
of  annuities  and  retired  pay\of  Federal  employees,  p.  7702 

14.  FORESTRY.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  thay'the  Public  Lands  Subcommittee  of  the 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee/ordered  reported  to  the  full  committee 
"numerous  bills  pending  on  its  calendar"  after  hearing  testimony  from  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  various  department sX including  this  department,  p.  D375 

Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  Eeso^tion  urging  Congress  to  withhold  enact¬ 
ment  of  legislation  to  establisty/wilderness  areas  until  recommendations  are  re* 
ceived  from  the  National  Outdopr  Recreatispn  Resources  Review  Commission, 
p.  7686 


CONSERVATION.  Received  an  /II .  Legislature  resolution  favoring  establishment 
of  a  Youth  Conservation  pbrps  to  aid  in  the  conservation  of  natural  resources, 
p.  7685 


16.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Pas/ed  without  amendment  S.  300,  t'h  provide  for  the  .establish¬ 

ment  of  a  study  copimission  for  the  Guadalupe-San  Antoqio  River  Basins,  Tex. 
p.  7718 

Sen.  Case,  S/  Dak. ,  inserted  several  items  relating  costs  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  water  resources,  including  a  report  and  proposed,  bill  from  the  Budget 
Bureau  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  uniform  cost-shading  standards  for 
flood  protection  projects,  pp.  7721-8 

17.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  Treasury-Pdst  Office 
appropriation  bill  for  1960  will  be  considered  next  week.  p.  7682 

HOUSE 


Passed  with  amendment  this  bill, 


18.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960. 

H.  R.  7175.  pp.  7767-8 

Agreed  to,  by  a  vote  of  262  to  165,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Taber  to  recommit  the 
bill  to  the  Appropriations  Committee  with  instructions  to  report  it  back  with 
an  amendment  providing  that  no  part  of  CCC  funds  shall  be  used  to  process  a 
commodity  loan  in  excess  of  $50,000. 


After  the  bill's  passage.  Rep.  Cooley  stated  that  if  enacted  into  law,  the 
CCC  loan  limitation  amendment  "would  utterly  and  completely  destroy  the  farm 
program  that  the  amendment  would  place  "greater  hardships"  on  the 

family  farmer  than  the  large  farmer,  and  that  it  would  apply  to  agricultural 
cooperatives  as  well,  and  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  supporting  ex¬ 
emption  of  cooperatives  in  considering  such  amendments.  Rep.  Michel  commended 
the  House  action  on  the  Taber  amendment  and  stated  that  "the  language  ...  will 
undoubtedly  be  refined  in  the  other  body  to  exempt  farmer  cooperatives 
pp.  7807-8,  7823 


•  •  • 
II 


ronautics  and 


19.  APPRO PRIATIdHS.  Passed,  294  to  128,  H.  R.  7007,  the  National  A* 

Space  Administration  appropriation  bill.  pp.  7766-7,  7812 

The  Appropriation  Committee  was  given  consent  to  have  uni'll  midnight 
Thursday  to  fileva  report  on  the  Departments  of  State,  Justice,  and  Judiciary 
appropriation  bil\.  p.  7766 


20.  FORESTRY.  Rep.  McGovhrn  urged  passage  of  a  reforestation  resolution,  under 
which  the  SecretariesNof  Agriculture  and  Interior,  beginning  July  1,  1960, 
would  "plant  48  millionS^dle  and  nonproductive  acres."  pp.  7815-6 


21. 


COMMODITY  LOANS.  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  inserted  th^ 
ceiving  the  largest  amounts  \n  commodity  loar 


1957  list  of  the  producers  re 
pp.  7808-12 


( 


22.  HOUSING.  Debated  S.  57,  the  hoiJteing  bill  wKich  includes  a  provision  for  farm 
housing  research.  By  a  vote  of  >49  to  14b,  adopted  a  series  of  amendments  to 
change  the  method  of  financing  frota  the' "backdoor"  method  or  Treasury  authori¬ 
zations  to  direct  Congressional  appt'ofJriations.  In  the  debate  on  these  amend¬ 
ments,  Rep.  Rains  stated  that  their /acceptance  would  "set  a  pattern"  and 
emphasized  the  possible  effect  of  y^lmil^r  provisions  on  CCC,  REA,  and  tobacco 
programs,  pp.  7768-7807 


23.  REORGANIZATION,  H.  R.  5140,  a?  reported  by\he  Government  Operations  Committee 
(see  Digest  79),  provides  for  extension  of  tn^  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  for 
two  years,  until  June  1,  1^61. 


24.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  has  issued  a  relV^ase  describing  the  commit-  /" 
tee's  wheat  bill  (H.  $4  7246)  as  follows:  \  Vi 


'(3) 
allows  ui 
"(4)j 
"C 


"The  major  provisions  are: 

"(1)  A  2-year/bill  applicable  to  the  1960  and  1961  ’Hrops,  which: 

"(2)  Reduces  the  15-acre  exemption  to  12  acres,  or  tree  highest  planted 
acreage  ih  1957,  1958,  or  1959,  and  permanently  repeals  thK  200  bushel  ex¬ 
emption,  whldh  is  now  inoperative. 

Removes  the  ceiling  of  30  acres  on  the  wheat- for -fee)^  exemption,  and 
.imited  production  for  on-the-farm  use. 

Leaves  the  National  minimum  allotment  at  55  million  acr^ 

Provides  price  supports  at  907.  of  parity,  but  requires  producers  to 
reduce  their  acreage  allotments  by  307..  This  land  in  the  307.  reduction  is  not 
eligible  for  the  Soil  Bank  or  for  planting  to  any  crop  subject  to  prr^e  sup- 
p/n:t  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

"(6)  Farmers  who  grow  no  crops  and  who  do  not  graze  the  land  in  the  ^07. 
reduction  are  eligible  to  receive  payments  in  kind  in  wheat  on  one-third 
the  actual  annual  average  production  during  the  preceding  3  years. 

"(7)  For  the  two  years  the  bill  is  in  effect  it  increases  the  present 
penalty  for  overplanting  to  65%  of  parity,  and  bases  computations  on  double 
the  normal  yield  or  the  actual  yield,  whichever  is  lower. 
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SE  .  776; 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection.  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  /from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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SoVtwo-thirds  having  vofed  in  favor 
thereof)  the  niles  were  suspended  and 
the  bill \as  passed. 

The  Clbrk  announce^  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Fogarty  "\rith  MiVBarry. 

Mr.  Hebert  wn^i  Jfr.  Simpson  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  Morrison  mmMr.  Laird. 

Mr.  HARR/SON  cH^nged  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “na 

Mr.  PITMAN  anck  Mr.  DAGUE 
changed/their  votes  from\nay”  to  “yea.” 

The/result  of  the  vote  wHs  announced 
as  alcove  recorded. 

le  doors  were  opened. 

/a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laiH.  on  the 
fable. 
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TAXATION  OF  INCOME  OF  LIF 
INSURANCE  COMPANIES 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  4245)  relating  to  the 
taxation  of  the  income  of  life  insurance 
companies,  together  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  and  agree  to  the  conference 
requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

'  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Mills,  Horan,  King  of  California,  Simp¬ 
son  of  Pennsylvania,  and  Mason. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  45,  a  quorum  call,  I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  absent.  I  was  present  and 
answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  Record  and  Jour¬ 
nal  be  corrected  accordingly. 


AGRICULTURAL 


5ANS 


Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Sudaker,  several 
Members  have  question/d  the  full  impli¬ 
cation  of  the  amendment  I  offered  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  th/Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  limit  /he  amount  of  a  loan 
made  to  eligible^  producers  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  CrediLGorporation. 

The  limitarion  of  $50,000  which  I  have 
proposed  ma  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  loan/is  intended  as  a  limitation  on 
the  total  amount  of  loans  to  be  made 
on  an/one  commodity  produced  on  any 
one  farm  as  the  term  “farm”  is  defined 
by /he  regulation  of  the  Department  of 
(riculture. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  find  that  the  House  is  at  last 
going  to  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
the  proposal  to  limit  the  amount  of  price 
supports  which  may  be  made  available  to 
any  one  producer.  During  the  last  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress,  I  introduced  H.R.  11905 
for  this  purpose,  and  on  May  18  of  this 
year,  I  reintroduced  this  measure.  It  is 
H.R.  7182. 

For  years  the  farm  program,  originally 
intended  to  protect  the  family  farm,  has 
been  used  to  protect  those  who  grow 
enormous  quantities  of  foods  for  storage 
rather  than  consumption.  I  made  a 
study  of  the  largest  payments  for  price 
support  operation  and  found  that  for 
four  commodities  the  following  amounts 
were  paid  to  the  largest  single  producer: 

Corn,  $138,627.04  in  Indiana. 

Cotton,  $1,446,605.67  in  Mississippi. 

Wheat,  $312,998.02  in  Montana. 

Rice,  $705,648.83  in  Texas. 

Limitation  of  the  amount  payable  to 
any  one  producer  at  the  rate  of  $50,000 
per  year  will  eliminate  payments  to  less 
than  1  percent  of  our  farms.  According 
to  the  Library  of  Congress,  only  134,000 
farms,  or  fewer  than  3  percent  of  all 
farms,  sell  products  valued  at  more  than 
$25,000  annually. 

The  Michigan  junior  Senator,  the 
Honorable  Philip  A.  Hart,  and  my  good 
;riend  the  senior-  Senator  from  Minne- 
rt.a,  the  Honorable  Hubert  H.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  have  also  long  been  interested  in 
thistaatter. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  motion  to  recomit  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  on  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Without  objection,  the  Clerk  will 
again  report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  27,  line  18,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  “Provided  further.  That  no 
funds  appropriated  in  this  section  shall  ba 
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■used  to  process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan 
■which  is  in  excess  of  $50,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  262,  nays  165,  not  voting  7, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  47] 

YEAS— 2'62 


Adair 

Forand 

Moeller 

Addonizio 

Ford 

Monagan 

Alger 

Frelinghuysen 

Montoya 

Allen 

Friedel 

Moore 

Andersen, 

Fulton 

Moorhead 

Minn. 

Gallagher 

Morris.  N.  Mex. 

Anderson,  _ 

Garmitz 

Mumma 

Mont. 

Gary 

Nelsen 

Arends 

Gavin 

Norblad 

Ashley 

Giaimo  , 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Auchincloss 

Glenn 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Avery 

Gray 

O’Konski 

Ayres  , 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill 

Baldwin 

Griffin 

Oliver 

Barr 

Griffiths 

Osmers 

Barry 

Gross 

Ostertag 

Bass,  NH. 

Gubser 

Pelly 

Bates 

Haley 

Pfost 

Baumhart 

Halleck 

Fhilbin 

Becker 

Halpern 

Pillion 

Beckworth 

Hargis 

Pimie 

Belcher 

Harrison 

Poff 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hays 

Porter 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hechler 

Pric.e 

Bentley 

Henderson 

Pucinski 

Berry 

Hess 

Quie 

Betts 

Hiestand 

Quigley 

Boggs 

Hoeven 

Rabaut 

Boland 

Bolton 

Hoffman,  Ill. 
Hoffman,  Mich. 

Randall 

Bosch 

Holt 

Ray 

Bow 

Holtzman 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bowles 

Horan 

Reuss 

Boyle 

Hosmer 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Brademas 

Irwin 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Bray 

Jackson 

Riehlman 

Brewster 

Jensen 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Brock 

Johansen 

Robison 

Broomfield 

Johnson,  Md. 

Rodino 

Brown,  Ohio 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Broyhill 

Jonas 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Budge 

Judd 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Burdick 

Karth 

Roosevelt 

Bush 

Kastenmeier 

Roush 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kearns 

Rutherford 

Cahill 

Keith 

St.  George 

Canfield 

Kelly 

Saylor 

Carter 

Kilburn 

Schenck 

Casey 

Kilday 

Scherer 

Cederberg 

King,  Calif. 

Schwengel 

Chamberlain 

King,  Utah 

Shipley 

Chenoweth 

Knox 

Short 

Chiperfield 

Kowalski 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Church 

Lafore 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Coad 

Lane 

Smith,  Calif. 

Coffin 

Langen 

Smith,  Iowa 

Cohelan 

Latta 

Springer 

Collier 

Lesinksi 

Stratton 

Conte 

Levering 

Sullivan 

Cook 

Lindsay 

Taber 

Corbett 

Lipscomb 

Taylor 

Cramer 

Loser 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cunningham 

McCulloch 

Thomas 

Curtin 

McDonough 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

McDowell 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McGinley 

•  Tollefson 

Daddario 

McGovern 

Udall 

Dague 

Mclntire 

Utt 

Daniels 

Macdonald 

Vanik 

Delaney 

Machrowicz 

Van  Pelt 

Derounian 

Mack,  Ill. 

Van  Zandt 

Derwinski 

Mack,  Wash. 

Wain wright 

Devine 

Magnuson 

Wallhauser 

Diggs 

Mailliard 

Walter 

Dingell 

Martin 

Wampler 

Dixon 

Mason 

Weaver 

Donohue 

May 

Weis 

Dooley 

Meader 

Westland 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Merro.v 

Wharton 

Dowdy 

Metcalf 

Widnall 

Dwyer 

Meyer 

Wier 

Fallon 

Michel 

Wilson 

Fascell 

Miller, 

Withrow 

Feighan 

Clement  W. 

Wolf 

Fenton 

Miller, 

Wright 

Fino 

George  P. 

Yates 

Fisher 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Younger 

Flynn 

Foley 

Milliken 

Minshall 

Zablocki 

NAYS— 165 


Abbitt 

Fountain 

Murray 

Abernethy 

Frazier 

Na-tcher 

Albert 

Gathings 

Norrell 

Alexander 

George 

O’Brien,  HI. 

Alford 

Grant 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Andrews 

Green,  Pa. 

Passman 

Anfuso 

Hagen 

Patman 

Ashmore 

Hall 

Perkins 

Aspinall 

Hardy 

Pilcher 

Bailey 

Harmon 

Poage 

Baker 

Harris 

Powell 

Barden 

Healey 

Preston 

Baring 

Hebert 

Prokop 

Barrett 

Hemphill 

Rains 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Herlong 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Blatnik 

Hogan 

Riley 

Blitch 

Holifield 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bolling 

Holland 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bonner 

Huddleston 

Rooney 

Boykin 

Hull 

Rostenkowski 

Breeding 

Ikard 

Santangelo 

Brooks,  La. 

Jarman 

Saund 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Jennings 

Scott 

Brown,  Ga. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Selden 

Brown,  Mo. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Shelley 

Buckley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Sheppard 

Burke,  Ky. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Sikes  i 

Siler  ( 

Burke,  Mass. 

Karsten 

Burleson 

Kasem 

Sisk 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Kee 

Slack 

Cannon 

Keogh 

Smith,  Kans. 

Carnahan 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Miss. 

Celler 

Kirwan 

Smith,  Va. 

Chelf 

Kitchin 

Spence 

Clark 

Kluczynski 

Staggers 

Cooley 

Landrum 

Steed 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lankford 

Stubblefield 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Lennon 

Teague,  Tex. 

Dawson 

Llbonati 

Teller 

Dent 

McCormack 

Thompson,  La. 

Denton 

McFall 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dollinger 

McMillan 

Thornberry 

Dorn,  S.C. 

McSween 

Toll 

Downing 

Madden 

Trimble  . 

Doyle 

Mahon 

Tuck 

Dulski 

Marshall 

Ullman 

Durham 

Matthews 

Vinson 

Edmondson 

Mills 

Watts 

Elliott 

Mitchell 

Whitener 

Everett 

Morgan 

Whitten 

Evins 

Morris,  Okla. 

Williams 

Farbstein 

Moss 

Willis 

Flood 

Moulder  \ 

Winstead 

Flynt 

Multer 

Young 

Forrester 

Murphy 

NOT  VOTING- 

Zelenko 

-7 

Colmer 

Laird 

Nix 

Fogarty 

Granahan 

Morrison 

Roberts 

j 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Laird  with  Mr.  Morrison. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mrs.  Granahan. 

Mr.  MACHROWICZ  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  BAKER  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

!  Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my 
.opinion,  by  the  adoption  of  this  motion 
the  benefits  of  the  farm  program  are 
destroyed  and  it  will  cost  double  to  the 
Government.  Do  I  have  any  discretion 
as  to  when  I  would  be  required  to  offer 
an  amendment  in  accordance  with  the 
instructions  of  the  House? 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  the  gentleman  must  do  it  forth¬ 
with. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  instructions  of  the  House  on 
the  motion  to  recommit,  I  report  back 
the  bill  H.R.  7175  with  an  amendment. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Provided  further,  That  no  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  in  this  section  shall  be  used  to  process 
a  commodity  credit  loan  which  is  in  excess 
of  $50,000. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


HOUSING  ACT  OP  1959 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  57)  to  extend 
and  amend  laws  relating  to  the  provi¬ 
sion  and  improvement  of  housing  and 
the  renewal  of  urban  communities,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  S.  57,  with 
Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had  read 
through  line  19,  page  89,  which  is  the 
first  section  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HERLONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Herlong: 
Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  H.R.  7117, 
as  follows: 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
AcVyinay  be  cited  as  the  ‘Housing  Act  of  1959’. 

VnTLE  I - FHA  INSURANCE  PROGRAMS 

y^Property  improvement  loans 
“Sec.  >01.  Section  2(a)  of  the  National 
Housing  J^t  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘SeptemberNso,  1959’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘October  1,  I960’. 

“Section  203  ^ sidential  housing  insurance 
“Sec.  102.  (a)  pi)  Section  203(b)(2)  of 
the  National  Housing  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘$20,00^1  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘$25,000’.  \ 

“(2)  Section  203(bp^2)  of  such  Act  is 
further  amended —  \ 

“(A)  by  striking  out  ‘85sper  centum’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘9(rcer  centum’; 

“(B)  by  striking  out  ‘$16^^00’  each  place 
•it  appears  and  inserting  irXlleu  thereof 
‘$18,000’;  and  \ 

“(C)  by  striking  out  ‘70  per  cactum’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘75  per  ceMum’. 

“(b)  Section  203(b)(3)  of  such^Vct  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘thirty  yeaN  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘thirty-five  iters’. 

“(c)  Section  203(b)(8)  of  such  Ac\ is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  toe 
end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  colon  and  the  following:  ‘Provided,  That 
such  85  per  centum  limitation  shall  not  be 
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bill  regardless  of  the  outcome  of  .this 
.vote. 

All  that  is  involved  here  is  how  we 
handle  appropriations.  If  you  will  for- 
gi^\  a  personal  reference,  this  will  come 
before  the  gentleman  fro:  1  Illinois  and 
the  rest  of  us  on  independent  offices,  and 
I  do  notSthink  any  Member  has  said  they 
have  suffered  too  much  at  our  hands. 

My  good  vriend  from  California  read  a 
list  of  veterans’  items  and  said  they  might 
be  in  danger.VMy  friend  was  confused, 
because  the  money/ or  every  item  he  read 
off,  education,  pensions,  and  compensa¬ 
tion,  and  all  that,\s  appropriated  every 
year,  and  that  is  all \e  are  asking  you  to 
do  here,  to  have  the  money  appropriated 
by  the  Congress  and  no^etdhe  agency  go 
to  the  back  door  of  theSjTreasury. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  believe  the  statement  of 
the  gentleman  from  Californiawas  to 
the  effect  that  these  programs  started  as 
a  public  debt  transaction  and  may\ave 
been  adversely  affected  had  they  been 
forced  to  get  their  money  through 
appropriations  process.  Would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Has  anybody  in  this 
House  ever  been  unfriendly  to  the  vet¬ 
erans’  interests?  Why,  of  course  not. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  just  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  offered  this  same  amendment  to 
the  Export-Import  Bank  bill,  and  if  he 
did  not,  why  he  did  not? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  No,  I  did  not.  The 
gentleman  is  right.  I  cannot  keep  up 
with  my  good  friends  on  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  100  percent;  to  do  it 
would  keep  me  going  24  hours  a  day. 
These  brethren  are  able,  and  lovable, 
and  quick  on  their  feet,  and  quick  witted, 
too. 

Something  was  said  about  the  Space 
Agency.  Let  us  straighten  that  out. 
Do  you  know  that  every  quarter  the 
Space  Agency  has  is  appropriated?  All 
you  are  doing  in  these  amendments  is  to 
say  that  Congress  should  appropirate  th§ 
money,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  retrieve  back/Che 
appropriating  power  of  the  Congres/and 
put  it  in  Congress’  hands.  That  is/where 
your  people  want  it.  They  voted''! or  you 
to  handle  the  purse  strings;  iy5w,  let  us 
handle  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The iChair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from/Massachusetts 
[Mr.  McCormack]  . 

Mr.  McCORMACK. /  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  no  more  able^r  adroit  debater  in 
the  Congress  than  my  friend  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Thomas].  Unless  you  think  objec¬ 
tively,  he  is  liable  to  lull  you  to  sleep 
and  in  your  pejood  of  sleep  convince  you 
to  do  something  that  would  be  responsive 
to  his  wishes  but  would  not  be  carrying 
out  your  own  views. 

There/s  nothing  new  in  this  question 
before /he  Committee  at  this  time.  We  . 
settle^  it  in  the  airport  bill.  We  had  it 
up  are  that  time.  We  had  the  same  ques¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  direct  loans  to 
sterans.  It  is  involved  in  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  where  $14,500 
million  has  been  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 


gress,  where  they  can  issue  bonds  with 
provisions  for  the  Treasury,  if  necessary, 
to  pay  the  bonds.  That  is  a  direct  debt 
transaction. 

We  do  not  see  any  of  our  friends  when 
legislation  comes  up  relating  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  offering  this 
sort  of  amendment,  particularly  those 
who  come  from  farm  areas.  We  from 
the  cities  appreciate  the  necessity  of 
direct  debt  transactions  in  the  case  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  so 
that  we  would  not  offer  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  we  would  oppose  such  an 
amendment  if  offered. 

There  is  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage 
Corporation,  the  National  Mortgage  As- 
sociation,  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Administration,  the  International  Coop¬ 
eration  Administration,  and  there  is  the 
Rural  Electrification. 

The  Congress  can  work  its  will.  We 
are  working  the  will  of  the  Congress 
now.  The  committee  has  reported  out 
a  bill  with  certain  provisions.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  has  offered  an, 
amendment.  So  we  have  the  opport 
nity  of  working  the  will  of  the  House 
now,  whether  we  will  follow  the  coarse 
connection  with  these  importam  ac- 
tteities  as  provided  by  the  Housy'bill  or 
weWill  adopt  the  amendment?  offered 
by  fthe  gentleman  from  Tpxas  [Mr. 
ThomS§]  .  So  the  House  is  gying  to  work 
its  will 

Mr.  CAirman,  I  respeof  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations/  I  realize  the 
power  of  tnk  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  I  realizerthat  ufoney  is  power,  and 
I  have  felt  the\muact  of  it.  But  I  also 
believe  that  the^canding  committees  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  should  not 
be  put  in  a  s/nordiHate  position  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  T^e  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offeredVty  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Thomas]. 

'The/question  was  taken, >and  a  divi¬ 
sion /(demanded  by  Mr.  Tho\as)  there 
wej^ — ayes  135,  noes  145. 

\  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairmate  I  de 
land  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Thomas 
and  Mr.  Rains. 

The  Committee  again  divided  and  the1 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
149,  noes  145. 

So  the  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(S.  57)  to  extend  and  amend  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  the  provision  and  improvement 
of  housing  and  the  renewal  of  urban 
communities,  and  for  other  purposes, 
had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION 
BILL 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
amendment  to  the  Agricultural  Appro¬ 
priations  bill  submitted  by  the  gentle¬ 


man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber],  and 
which  has  just  been  approved  by  the 
House,  would  utterly  and  completely  de¬ 
stroy  the  farm  program — if  it  becomes 
law  and  accomplishes  what  it  proposes 
to  do. 

The  injury  and  the  hurt,  the  priva¬ 
tions  from  loss  of  income,  would  fall 
heaviest  upon  the  family  farms  of 
America. 

Certainly  I  am  not  carrying  the  torch 
for  large  producers.  We  have  more 
small  farmers  in  my  State  of  North 
Carolina  than  in  any  other  State  of 
America.  We  have  more  people  living 
on  the  farm  in  North  Carolina  than  in 
any  other  State.  My  primary  interest 
is,  of  course,  in  little  farmers,  those  who 
live  upon  and  earn  their  living  upon 
the  family  farms  of  our  country.  Most 
of  all,  I  am  interested  in  a  successful 
and  well-operated  Federal  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  I  know  and  I  understand  the  far- 
reaching  and  devastating  effect  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Avery  of 
Kansas  which  was  included  in  Mr. 
Taber’s  motion  to  recommit. 

I  cannot  believe  that  the  author  of 
this  amendment  intended  to  make  the 
$50,000  limitation  applicable  to  price 
support  loans  to  cooperatives,  as  well  as 
to  individual  farmers,  but  he  must  ad¬ 
mit  that  that  is  exactly  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  do. 

This  is  just  another  illustration  and 
rather  dramatic  demonstration  of  the 
fact  that  we  should  never  attempt  to 
Write  legislation  into  an  appropriations 
bill.  I  know  that  this  amendment  might 
be  very  well  called  a  limitation  rather 
than  legislation  but,  after  all,  it  makes  a 
very  definite  and  drastic  change  in  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  which  has  been  approved  by  the 
Congress  and  is  now  a  vital  part  of  our 
farm  program.,. 

I  am  certain  that  many  Members 
voted  for  this  amendment,  honestly  and 
sincerely  believing  that  they  were  doing 
the  right  thing.  We  are  told  that  the 
road  to  hell  is  paved  with  good  inten¬ 
tions.  Regardless  of  good  intention,  the 
fact  remains  that  if  this  amendment 
should  finally  be  enacted  into  law,  the 
farm  program  will  abruptly  end. 

Moreover,  the  amendment  represents 
a  breach  of  faith  with  the  farmers  of 
this  country.  It  would  prevent  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  from  carrying 
out  its  price  support  obligations  on  1959 
crops — most  of  which  are  already 
planted. 

Under  the  amendment,  no  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  price  support  loan 
could  be  processed  which  is  in  excess 
of  $50,000.  This  would  disrupt  orderly 
marketing.  It  would  force  dumping  of 
farm  commodities  upon  the  markets.  It 
would  weaken  the  price  structure  of  agri¬ 
culture. 

The  sponsors  of  this  proposition  indi¬ 
cate  that  their  intention  is  to  limit  price 
supports  to  large  farmers.  But  in  doing 
so,  as  the  Taber  amendment  has  now 
been  approved  by  the  House,  the  greater 
hardships  would  be  visited  upon  the  fam¬ 
ily  farmers,  who  now  are  hardly  able  to 
make  ends  meet. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  who  voted  for  this 
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proposition  were  persuaded  to  believe 
that  they  were  advancing  the  cause  of 
the  family  farm  system  in  agriculture, 
and  they  believed  that  farm  programs 
should  be  drawn  and  designed  primarily 
to  perpetuate  this  system  which  in  the 
early  years  of  this  Republic  established 
the  economic  foundation  of  the  free  en¬ 
terprise  system,  and  which  down  through 
the  years  has  contributed  so  much  to  our 
spiritual,  social  and  political  vitality. 

Such  is  my  own  philosophy,  and  this  is 
the  dominant  consideration  in  all  my 
efforts  to  create  national  policies  en¬ 
abling  the  establishment  of  a  sound  and 
profitable  agriculture. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  repeat  and  I  reem¬ 
phasize  that  this  amendment  is  not  help¬ 
ful — it  is  inimical,  it  is  adverse — to  the 
interest  of  the  family  structure  in  our 
agriculture. 

The  amendment  will  limit  price  sup¬ 
port  operations  not  only  for  big  farmers 
but  also  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
small  farmers  in  every  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try  who  receive  their  stabilization  loans 
through  cooperatives. 

The  amendment  places  a  $50,000  maxi¬ 
mum  on  any  loan,  including  those  made 
to  cooperatives,  even  though  the  cooper¬ 
ative  may  represent,  as  some  of  them  do, 
virtually  all  the  farmers  producing  a 
commodity.  It  would  thus  virtually 
eliminate  price  support  operations  for  all 
those  farmers  who  operate  through 
cooperatives. 

Mr.  Speaker,  even  Mr.  Benson,  with 
whom  I  vigorously  disagree  on  most  mat-  f 
ters  relating  to  agriculture,  recognizes 
the  weakness  of  the  proposition  as  it  has 
been  approved  by  the  House. 

When  the  amendment  was  presented  I 
called  upon  Mr.  Benson  for  a  statement 
of  his  position  upon  it.  I  have  a  letter 
from  the  Secretary,  just  handed  to  me, 
in  which  he  has  this  to  say: 

Before  the  Congress  finally  enacts  the  ap¬ 
propriations  bill,  consideration  will  no  doubt 
be  given  to  amendments  which  would  cover 
purchase  agreements  as  well  as  loans,  to 
make  clear  where  support  operations  are 
carried  out  through  farmer  cooperatives  that 
any  limitation  imposed  -would  not  apply  to 
cooperatives,  as  such,  and  to  other  perfecting 
amendments. 

I  just  have  received,  also,  a  telegram 
from  Mr.  Herschel  D.  Newsom,  master 
of  the  National  Grange,  one  of  our 
greatest  farm  organizations,  and  I  now 
read  this  message  to  the  House: 

Even  though  there  may  seem  to  be  super¬ 
ficial  basis  for  Taber  amendment,  Grange 
vigorously  urges  its  defeat.  Such  amend¬ 
ment  fails  to  recognize  real  cause  of  diffi¬ 
culties  and  undesirable  results  of  present 
program. 

Until  more  basic  change  can  be  made  such 
amendment  would  increase  rather  than  di¬ 
minish  the  undesirable  effects  of  present 
method  of  price  support.  Grange  is  deter- 
-  mined  to  make  basic  changes  and  correc¬ 
tions  in  farm  program  as  your  committee 
well  knows,  but  Taber  amendment  will 
neither  constitute  nor  improve  prospect  of 
sound  change. 

Mr.  Speaker,  substantial  changes  in 
the  farm  program  are  now  being  drafted 
by  the  appropriate  legislative  commit¬ 
tees,  in  an  effort  to  adjust  this  program 
to  the  changing  conditions  in  agricul¬ 


ture.  Drastic  changes  in  the  program, 
if  they  are  to  be  adopted,  should  be 
brought  about  by  careful  consideration 
of  this  legislation — not  by  hasty  action 
in  the  Congress  with  absolutely  no  op¬ 
portunity  for  debate  or  consideration. 

A  great  part  of  agriculture  is  now  in 
dire  circumstances.  Mr.  Benson  tells  us 
that  farmers  must  expect  another  in¬ 
come  cut  this  year  of  5  to  10  percent, 
at  a  time  when  all  other  elements  of  our 
national  economy  are  experiencing  un¬ 
precedented  prosperity.  Our  farm  fam¬ 
ilies  deserve  better  treatment  at  the 
hands  of  their  Government.  Their 
problems  are  entitled  to  the  thorough 
and  sympathetic  consideration  of  the 
Congress. 

The  Avery  amendment  which  was  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  Taber  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  was  briefly  debated  and  defeated 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole.  At  the 
end  of  the  day  and  at  the  end  of  the 
debate,  the  motion  to  recommit  was  of¬ 
fered  and  the  previous  question  was  or¬ 
dered.  The  House  then  adjourned  and 
no  further  debate  was  possible.  I  could 
not  even  be  recognized  for  a  1 -minute 
speech  to  explain  the  effect  of  the  propo¬ 
sition,  nor  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
point  of  order.  This  was  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  at  the  time  the  vote 
was  taken.  I  am  quite  certain  that  the 
amendmen  in  its  present  form,  when  well 
understood,  will  not  be  approved  by  the 
other  body — which  the  rules  of  the 
House  will  not  permit  me  to  mention. 


NINETEEN  HUNDRED'  AND  FIFTY- 
SEVEN  CRCmLOANS 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of yMisN^mu  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  p^int  in  thK  Record,  to 
revise  and  extern  his  remarksS^nd  to  in¬ 
clude  tables.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.^Speak- 
er,  each  year  for  the  past  few  yeari  for¬ 
mer  Congressman  Brownson,  of  \In- 
diana.yrfr  I  have  placed  in  the  Record 
list  ojrthe  producers  receiving  the  largest 
amounts  in  crop  loans.  The  1957  list  for ' 
cam,  wheat,  cotton,  and  rice  was  not 
vailable  until  after  Congress  adjourned 
and  so  was  not  placed  in  the  Record  last 
year. 

The  amount  of  crop  loans  has  become 
the  subject  for  the  motion  to  recommit 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill;  and, 
accordingly,  I  believe  the  Record  should 
contain  the  1957  list. 

It  follows: 

• 

U.S.  Department  op  Agriculture,  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation 

Producers  with  the  largest  quantity  of  corn 
•placed  under  loan  on  the  1957  crop 


Producers  with  the  largest  quantity  of  corn 
placed  under  loan  on  the  1957  crop — Con. 


Name  of  producer  and 
address 


ARIZONA 

Jim  Veck,  Willcox 
Dunagan  Bros.,  Willcox. 

Dale  G.  King,  Willcox 
Grant  Anderson,  Willcox. 

B.  M.  Jacob,  Willcox. 

Estimated  State  average 
per  corn  loan 

ARKANSAS 

C.  R.  West,  Marianna _ 

Nickey  Bros.,  Memphis,  T) 

Cedric  Lee,  Dumas _ 

ESrl  Wells  &  Son,  Helafia 
Frank  T.  Griffen _ J[. _ 


H.  H.  Petj 
Chico 

W.  H.  /right,  Chico 
GeorgyrStutz,  Red  Bluff 
George  M.  Beke,  Vina 
Geyrge  M.  Stutz,  Chico 


COLORADO 

Leonard  Feldhousen,  Burling¬ 
ton _ 

B.  H.  &  R.  K.  McConnell, 

Fort  Morgan - - 

Orville  Chapin,  Burlington... 
Kenneth  Hitchcock,  Burling¬ 
ton _ 

Rothe  Bros.,  Greeley _ 


Estimated  State  average 
per  corn  loan _ 


DELAWARE 

Draper  Foods  Inc.,  Milford... 

Randall  C.  Willin,  Seaford _ 

Wilson  E.  Campbell,  Dags- 

boro _ _ _ 

William  I.  Handy,  Seaford _ 

/.  H.  Draper,  Milford _ 


Estimated  State  average 
per  com  loan _ _ 


FLORIDA 


B.  F.  Blanton,  Lee . . 

E.  II.  Finlayson,  Greenville.. 

'  R.  C.  Peacock  &  Sons,  Camp- 

bellton _ 

G.  A.  Armistead,  Monticello.. 
lC.  W.  Whitener,  Westville _ 


Name  of  producer  and 
address 

Quan¬ 

tity 

Amount 

ALABAMA 

T.  J.  Jones,  Jr.,  Marion . 

Jack  S.  Butler,  Fayette . 

Guy  L.  Gannaway,  Lincoln... 
Donald  L.  Pierce,  Wetumpka. 
W.  R.  Lingerfelt,  Fyffe . 

Estimated  State  average 

Bushels 

10, 168 
5,748 
6,541 
5,223 
6,866 

$14, 194.  68 
8, 047.  20 
7, 757. 40 
7, 312. 00 
7, 215. 18 

847. 33 

Batemari'Co.,  Inc,.,  Macon... 
Logue  BroV  Climax. 

Gus  S.  Moont  Resaca. 

Waldo  EwingVritzgerald 
Wade  Plantation  Syl vania.  _ 


R.  Joseph  Hawes,  Grandvvw 
Elmer  C.  Barlow,  Marsing. 

Dale  Gilbert,  Grandview _ 

Hipwell  Bros.,  Grandview....’ 
.  D.  O.  Bybee,  Nyssa,  Oreg - 

Estimated  State  average 
per  com  loan. 


Cote  Farms,  Inc.,  St.  Anne _ 

A.  T.,  Jessie,  John,  and  Ed¬ 
ward  C.  Summer,  Jr.,  Mil¬ 
ford _ _ 

Scully  Estate,  Dwight _ 

Martha  W.  Livingston  and  F. 

L.  Livingston,  Chatsworth. 
Rust  Farm  Co.,  Bloomington. 

Estimated  State  average 
per  com  loan 


26, 107 

20,  697 
18,445 

17,640 
14,  617 


6,832 
3,  666 

1,850 

1,828 

1,333 


2,228 

1,019 


42,  514.  28 
40,  927.  27 
35,411.46 
30,  250.  98 
27, 034.  68 


27,  789.  00 


34, 200. 17 

26, 213. 36 
24, 162.  95 

23, 108.  40 
19, 148.  27 


2, 300.  00 


9, 039. 60 
5, 682.  30 

2.  867.  50 
2, 833.  40 
2,  066. 15 


3,  675.  00 


3, 118.  65 
1,426.60 

1, 275.  09 
1, 296. 93 
1, 137.  69 


998.  00 
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•operated  flights  that  could  have  carried  the 
same  band  over  the  same  route  at  less  cost 
to'the  taxpayers. 

a,e  Hoover  Commission  has  further 
noteav  that  the  $42.9  million  airline  subsidy 
for  fisSel  1964  could  have  been  reduced  by 
88  percent  if  the  airlines  had  flown  only 
25  percent  of  the  passengers  and  50  percent 
of  the  mai\moved  by  MATS  over  this  same 
period. 

The  intent  bt  Congress  for  fiscal  1958  that 
the  Government  should  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicabl\adjust  its  use  of  air  trans¬ 
portation  so  as  toSuse  the  existing,  unuti¬ 
lized  capacity  of  United  States  air  carriers 
has  been  established.\lt  remains  now  to  be 
keen  how  the  operators  of  military  trans¬ 
portation 'will  try  to  achaere  to  this  estab¬ 
lished  intent  and  refrain,  from  trying  to 
build  up  the  plush  operations  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  air  fleet. 

DEDICATION  OP  AVCO,  WILMING¬ 
TON,  MASS. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previousNorder 
of  the  House,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mrs.  Rogers]  is  reel 
nized  for  10  minutes. 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts' 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  shall  include  in  my  remarks 
a  very  fine  dedicatory  address  at  the 
dedication  of  AVCO,  in  Wilmington,  in 
my  district;  also  two  speeches  delivered 
there.  And  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  they  may  all  be  placed  in  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  with  the  remarks  that 
I  made  on  Monday. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BARRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  46  I  was  unavoidably  detained.  Had 
I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted  “yea.” 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Rec¬ 
ord  so  indicate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


TRANSFER  OP  REMARKS  FOR  THE 
PERMANENT  RECORD 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  remarks  I  made  the  other,  day  on 
the  ffbor  of  the  House  in  Committee,  anc 
which  were  printed  in  the  Appendu 
may  hereafter  be  printed  at  the  prqper 
place  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objec^fon,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


LIMITATION  OF  $50,000  ON 
CCC  LOANS 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

,Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  with  the  earlier  vote  today  re- 
commiting  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  with  instructions  to  write  into 
the  bill,  in  effect,  a  denial  of  any  funds 
to  process  CCC  loans  in  excess  of  $50,000, 
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On  short  notice,  it  is  difficult  to  get 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
figures  which  could  shed  some  light  on 
precisely  what  the  effect  of  this  limita¬ 
tion  would  be,  but  so  far  as  I  can  de¬ 
termine  for  only  those  commodities  and 
States  serviced  by  the  Kansas  City  Data 
Processing  Center  222  loans  would  be 
involved,  exclusive  of  cotton  and  tobacco. 
These  222  loans  total  $30,732,000.  By 
simple  arithmatic,  if  we  subtract  the 
first  $50,000  of  each  of  these  222  loans 
from  the"  total  figure,  we  have  a  net 
figure  of  $19,632,000  affected  by  the  limi¬ 
tation.  The  Agriculture  Department 
estimates  there  is  at  least  this  much 
more  involved  in  those  commodities  for 
which  exact  figures  were  not  readily 
available.  This  gives  in  the  overall, 
then,  a  dollar  figure  approximating 
$40  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  this  language 
change  is  not  perfect  and  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  be  refined  in  the  other  body  to  ex¬ 
empt  farmer  cooperatives  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  this  limitation  is  good  and 
certainly  puts  us  in  the  position  of  tak¬ 
ing  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  I  am  reminded  of  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  President  relative  to  agri¬ 
culture  dated  January  9,  1956,  which 
reads  as  follows : 

The  average  size  of  farms  in  American 
agriculture,  as  measured,  by  capital  or  by 
acres,  has  rapidly  increased.  To  the  degree 
that  this  trend  is  associated  with  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  more  economic  and  more  ef¬ 
ficient  farm  units  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
farm  families  and  of  the  Nation.  To  the 
degree,  however,  that  it  has  resulted  in  the 
removal®  of  risk  for  large  farm  businesses  by 
reason  of  price  supports,  it  is  much  less 
wholesome  and  constitutes  a  threat  to  the 
traditional  family  farm, 

Under  the  price  support  machinery  as  it 
has  been  functioning,  price  support  loans  of 
tremendous  size  have  occasionally  occurred. 
It  is  not  sound  Government  policy  to  under¬ 
write  at  public  expense  such  formidable  com¬ 
petition  wtih  family  operated  farms,  which 
are  the  bulkwark  of  our  agriculture. 

I  ask  the  Congress  to  consider  placing  a 
dollar  limit  on  the  size  of  price  support  loans 
to  any  one  individual  or  farming  unit.  The 
limit  should  be  sufficiently  high  to  give  full 
protection  to  efficiently  operated  family 
farms. 

The  language  in  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  was  manifestly  an  effort  to  carry 
out  such  an  objective. 


PREVENTING  ENCROACHMENT  OF 
HOLDING  COMPANIES  IN  SAVINGS 

AND  LOAN  FIELD 

(Mr.  SPENCE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester¬ 
day  I  introduced  H.R.  7244  to  prevent 
the  encroachment  of  holding  companies 
into  the  savings  and  loan  field.  This 
measure  is  identical  with  H.R.  4135, 
which  passed  the  House  unanimously  2 
years  ago,  after  having  the  unanimous 
approval  of  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee.  That  bill,  instead  of  receiv¬ 
ing  individual  treatment  on  the  Senate 
side,  was  included  in  the  omnibus  Fi¬ 
nancial  Institutions  Act  of  1957,  which 
passed  the  Senate  but  died  in  commit¬ 
tee  on  the  House  side.  In  light  of  that 


history,  the  measure  I  have  introduced 
!  has,  in  truth,  had  the  approval  of  both 
1  Houses  of  Congress,  but  has  failed  to 
become  law  and  must  be  started  anew 
:  on  its  legislative  course.  Then,  as  now, 
j  it  had  the  support  of  the  Federal  Home 
;  Loan  Bank  Board  and  of  the  two  leagues 
representing  the  savings  and  loan  busi¬ 
ness,  although  I  anticipate  that  these 
groups  may  have  some  recommendations 
for  refinements  to  the  measure. 

I  am  convinced  of  the  urgency  behind 
this  bill,  and  seek  the'support  of  all  seg¬ 
ments  in  helping  mb  to  speed  it  on  its 
way  to  become  la^V.  Two  years  ago  I 
called  attention  td  the  imminency  of  de¬ 
velopments  in  the  savings  and  loan  field 
which  would  qallitate  against  the  essen¬ 
tially  local  character  of  that  business. 
The  acquisition  of  stockownership  in  the 
nonmutuaT  associations  which  are  in¬ 
cluded  in!  the  business  has  posed  the 
threat  that  groups  of  such  associations 
would,  come  under  central  control  of  fi¬ 
nancial  interests  whose  primary  concern 
would  be  the  promotion  of  stock  prices 
rather  than  the  proper  development  of 
the  capacity  of  these  institutions  to  prop- 
4rly  serve  the  needs  of  their  respective 
communities. 

The  holding  company  has  no  place  in 
the  savings  and  loan  field.  The  strength 
of  savings  and  loan  associations,  and  the 
high  regard  they  have  acquired,  is  de¬ 
rived  from  their  local  management,  local 
responsibility  and  local  operation.  The 
men  who  manage  these  institutions  must 
be  familiar  with  their  community  needs 
I  'and  maintain  a  civic  responsibility, 
j  They  must  continue  to  think  about  what 
j  is  good  for  the  community  and  for  the 
home  owning  families,  rather  than  think 
merely  of  possible  profit  involved.  We 
can  hardly  expect  a  holding  company 
owned  by  people  thousands  of  miles  from 
a  community  to  concern  itself  with  the 
social  and  economic  objectives  of  the 
community. 

When  I  first  introduced  this  bill,  hold¬ 
ing  company  operation  was  in  its  very 
infancy.  In  recent  months,  though, 
there  has  been  a  wave  of  new  activity  of 
holding  companies  in  acquiring  and  pro¬ 
posing  to  acquire  savings  and  loan  asso¬ 
ciations.  I  understand  that  six  holding 
companies  have  been  formed  in  Califor- 
,ia  alone  within  the  past  6  months, 
en  we  held  our  hearings  2  years  ago 
the^e  were  but  two  companies.  I  am 
furtlW  informed  that  holding  com- 
paniesNhave  now  spread  their  operations 
from  California  to  Colorado  and  Texas. 

I  have^ieard  another  estimate  that 
there  are  n\w  as  many  as  20  or  30  hold¬ 
ing  companies  either  in  operation  or  in 
the  process  of  formation. 

If  we  are  to\etain  the  savings  and 


loan  business  as 
so  effectively  servei 


know  it  and  as  it  has 
the  Nation’s  home- 
owners,  we  must  act,  with  great  speed. 
We  all  recall  that  the  passage  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  regulate  bank  holding  companies 
was  made  infinitely  more  difficult  be¬ 
cause  the  Congress  delayeckso  long  that 
the  holding  companies  were  l\rge,  power¬ 
ful,  and  well  entrenched. 

My  bill  is  not  a  complicated\one.  It 
would  simply  prohibit  a  holding  com¬ 
pany  from  acquiring  control  of  more 
than  one  insured  savings  and  loan  asso¬ 
ciation.  It  does  not  contain  the  com- 
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plicated  regulatory  and  tax  features  of 
the' bank  holding  company  bill.  It  does 
not  Effect  holding  companies  in  opera¬ 
tion  at  the  time  of  enactment,  although 
it  would,  of  course,  prevent  them  from 
acquiring  further  institutions. 

I  hope  that  the  Congress  will  act  ex¬ 
peditiously  on  the  matter  so  that  the  bill 
can  become  law  this  year. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 
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cided  upon  as  African  Freedom  Day  at  the 
first  Conference  of  the  Independent  African 
States  held  in  Accra  in  April  1958,  and  was 
later  endorsed  by  the  first  All-African  Peo¬ 
ples’  Conference,  also  held  at  Accra  in  De¬ 
cember  of  last  year.  These  conferences 
marked  the  discovery  of  Africa  by  Africans. 
This  is  in  complete  contrast  to  the  discovery 
of  Africa  by  Europeans  in  the  19th  century. 

What  is  this  Africa  and  what  do  we  mean 
by  the  wbrd  “freedom”?  This  is  what  many 
of  us  are  thinking  and  t&lking  about  today 
AFRICA  FREEDOM  DAY  throughout  the  world.  Africa  is  still  associ¬ 

ated  in  the  minds  of  many  people  in  the 
(Mr.  DIGGS  asked  and  was  given  per-  United  States  and  some  European  countries 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  with  the  19th  century.  They  think  of  the 
point.)  dark  continent,  the  jungles,  the  wild  beasts, 

Mr,  DIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  the  Africa  as  presented  to  them  by  Holly- 
15  one  Of  the  most  stirring  celebrations  wood  the  fierce,  ignorant,  or  merrily  and 
of  Africa  Freedom  Day  took  place  at 

_  •  n  •» t  tt  ii  rrvu~  _ _  .  -  alized  that  Africa,  too,  shares  in  what  we 

Carnegie  Hall,  New  York.  The  event  in  call  20th  century:  modern  cities,  schools. 
New  York  was  one  of  like  observance  roads,  airfields,  houses,  cars,  and  so  on.  As 
held  around  the  world  further  focusing  we  celebrate  this  day,  therefore,  we  might 
attention  upon  the  dramatic  and  phe-  usefully  stop  and  ponder  these  questions, 
nomenal  drive  for  African  nationalism  Africa  desires  to  be  understood  and  to  be 
now  taking  place  on  that  continent,  recognized  from  the  viewpoint  and  perspec- 
Other  sites  of  similar  gatherings  were  in.  tiv®  of  her  own  people.  Africa  is  no  longer 

nur  Nation’*  Panital  in  London  in  Paris  wmmg  to  be  referred  to  as  British,  French, 
our  Nation  s  capital,  m  London,  in  Fans,  Wlgian,  or  Portuguese  Africa.  Africa  must 


capitals  of  independent  African  States, 
and  elsewhere. 

Peoples  of  all  colors,  creeds,  nationali¬ 
ties  and  status  filled  Carnegie  Hall  to 
capacity,  paying  upward  of  $25  for  a 
seat,  and  lines  of  persons  were  turned 
away.  The  Africa  Freedom  Day  celebra- 
tion.in  New  York  represented  part  of  the 
response  to  a  call  for  such  an  observance 
which  emanated  from  the  Conference  of 
Independent  African  States  held  at 
Accra,  Ghana,  in  April  1958.  Confirmed 
at  the  unprecedented  assembly  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  28  African  countries  at 
the  All-African  Peoples  Conference 
which  I  attended  in  Accra  last  December, 
the  call  designated  that : 

April  15  should  be  set  aside  and  called 
Africa  Freedom  Day,  which  all  African  coun¬ 
tries  and  all  friends  of  Africa  throughout 
the  world  shall  observe  as  a  rallying  point 
for  the  forces  of  freedom. 

Tom  Mboya,  described  by  Life  maga¬ 
zine  as  “the  most  powerful  political  per¬ 
sonality  in  Kenya,  and  among  the  most 
important  in  all  Africa,”  member  of 
Kenya’s  Legislative  Council  and  secre¬ 
tary-general  of  the  Kenya  Federation  of 
Labor,  was  the  principal  speaker  for  the 
occasion.  As  a  contribution  to  the  Afri¬ 
can  Freedom  Fund,  a  check  for  $10, 0( 
partly  raised  through  this  effort,  Was 
presented  Mr.  Mboya  by  the  Amevfcan 
Committee  on  Africa,  sponsor  pi  the 
New  York  celebration. 

I  should  like  to  call  to  the  Attention 
of  my  colleagues  the  speecja  made  by 
Mr.  Mboya  and  the  speegn  made  by 
Gov.  G.  Merinen  Williams;  of  Michigan, 
on  this  occasion.  Both  rmt  the  African 
situation  and  AfricapAAmerican  rela¬ 
tions  in  proper  context  I  urgently  com¬ 
mend  these  speeches  to  the  reading  of 
all  citizens  that  yte  might  come  to  a 
full  appreciation//  our  national  stake  in 
this  African  cause : 

African  Freedom  Dat 
(Address  by  Hon.  Tom  Mboya,  chairman,  All 

African  Peoples’  Conference,  April  15, 

1959) 

Mr.  Chairman,  your  Excellencies,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  I  am  glad  to  be  in  New  York 
to  launch  today  the  worldwide  celebration 
of  African  Freedom  Day.  April  15  was  de- 


dyeate  and  assert  her  own  personality  and 
speak  for  herself.  She  cannot  be  a  projec- 
tion/of  Europe  nor  any  longer  permit  her, 
self  tc»  be  interpreted  or  spoken  for  by  se) 
appointed  interpreters. 

1  It  was\this  conviction  that  moved  African 
statesmeh  .and  political  and  trade  /union 
leaders  to  hold  the  two  conferences  /t  Accra 
that  will  no  \pubt  mark  out  1958  /s  Africa’s 
year. 

AFRICA  EMERGENT 

The  Conference^,  of  Independent  African 
States  marked  the  birth  of  the  African  per¬ 
sonality.  The  represkptati/es  of  the  African 
states  at  Accra  unanimously  agreed  on  the 
need  for  Africa  to  rise  /.nd  be  heard  at  all 
the  councils  of  world/afTSyrs;  and  to  effec¬ 
tuate  this  objective  they  crated  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  African  Spites,  whiCh  now  consults 
on  all  questions  affecting  Africa  before  the 
U.N.,  and  which/represents  the\united  will 
of  all  Africans/on  such  issues.  Equally  im¬ 
portant  was  their  decision  that  Africa’s  total 
liberation  w&s  the  task  for  all  Africans. 

To  implement  the  latter  decision' 
governmental  representatives  of  African’ 
pie  fro  in  the  entire  continent  met  at  the 
African  Peoples’  Conference  in  Ghana  l£ 
December.  That  conference  gave  birth  to  the' 
tican  community.  By  unanimous  vote  all 
(50  delegates  from  political  parties,  national¬ 
ist  organizations,  trade  unions,  and  similar 
groups  from  every  part  of  Africa — agreed  to 
work  together  in  full  cooperation  for  the 
total  liberation  of  all  Africa. 

Thus  both  conferences  were  characterized 
by  a  spirit  of  unity  based  upon  same,  pre¬ 
dominant  concepts  and  ideals — above  all, 
those  expressed  in  the  common  purpose:  in¬ 
dependence  for  all  Africa.  There  was  agree¬ 
ment  that  the  independence  of  one  territory 
is  incomplete  and  meaningless  unless  it  is 
accompanied  by  total  independence  for  all 
territories.  This,  indeed,  was  but  the  prac¬ 
tical  application  of  the  moral  principle  ex¬ 
pressed  earlier  and  more  elegantly  that  “no 
man  is  an  island,”  and  less  elegantly  but  in 
language  every  American  recognizes  •  that 
“we  must  all  hang  together  lest  we  hang 
separately.” 

The  year,  1958,  also  saw  the  inauguration 
of  the  United  Nations  Economic  Commission 
for  Africa  at  Addis  Ababa  in  Ethiopia.  This 
marked,  in  fact,  the  U.N.’s  functional  rec¬ 
ognition  of  Africa’s  legitimate  place  and 
role  in  the  world’s  economic  and  social  com¬ 
munity  .and  was  another  useful  addition  to 
the  20th  century  discovery  of  Africa.  It  pro¬ 
vided  a  long  delayed  vehicle  for  Pan-African 
economic  planning  and  coordination. 


There  are  those  who  complain  that  the  ,, 
discovery  of  Africa  and  the  African  person/ 
ality  and  community  by  Africans  is  taking 
place  at  too  fast  a  pace.  Such  people 
should  be  reminded  that  Africa  Is  Hiany 
years  behind  the  rest  of  the  world  an/  that, 
in  these  circumstances,  we  cannot  a  (ford  the 
luxury  of  wasting  time.  They  might  well 
remember  the  old  but  true  adagC  that  “he 
who  is  behind  must  run  faster  than  he  who 
is  irt1  front.”*  In  the  case  of/Africa  we  do 
not  only  have  to  run  faster  .out  we  have,  at 
the  same  time,  to  try  to  avoid  the  mistakes 
and  pitfalls  of  those  whp  “run  before  us,” 
a  considerable  addition/to  our  task.  Lest 
any  believe  we  are  really  running  too  fast, 
let  me  recall  to  then!  that  colonialism  has, 
existed  in  Africa  foj/ over  four  centuries. 

Most  people  seer/  to  agree  that  colonialism 
Is  on  its  way  opr.  It  is,  therefore,  doubly 
difficult  to  understand  why  nations  which 
are  signatories  to  the  United  Nations  Char¬ 
ter  and  whipfi  have  committed  themselves  to 
the  Declaration  of  Human  Rights  have  not 
found  it /possible  to  give  effective  support  to 
the  African’s  struggle  for  freedom.  Most  of 
them  have  been  noted  for  their  compromis¬ 
ing  ,/ttitude  and  their  desire  to  please  the 
col/mial  powers  or  each  other  at  the  expense 
of  democracy  and  human  rights.  How  can 
.nyone  honestly  believe  that  a  compromise 
is  pbssible  where  human  rights,  democracy 
and  Christian  ideals  are  concerned  and  still 
expect  the  African  to  have  confidence  and 
ffiith  in  him? 

Df  220  million  Africans  only  70  million 
live  in  independent  states  free  of  white  mi¬ 
nority  domination.  The  rest  have  yet  to  be 
liberated  from  colonialism  and  European 
domination.  Surveying  the  situation  of  the 
50  million  people  still  not  free  one  will  im¬ 
mediately  see  what  the  African  talks  about 
when  he  condemns  colonialis  mand  European 
settler  domination. 

THE  KENYAN  SITUATION 

Take  my  own  country,  Kenya.  Until  the 
Mau  Mau  eruption,  few  people  had  heard  of 
Kenya,  and  today  few  understand  its  basic 
problems — most  of  them  created  by  British 
colonialism. 

Politically  speaking,  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  has,  through  its  colonial  office,  toadied 
to  the  European  settlers  and  condoned  it  not 
encouraged  their  domination  of  every  phase 
of  life.  Today  60,000  Europeans  are,  under 
the  present  constitution,  represented  by  the 
same  number  of  elected  members  (14)  as 
are  the  country’s  6  million  Africans.  Al¬ 
though  tlje  Europeans  have  since  1923  voted 
in  the  basis  of  universal  suffrage,  Africans 
aVe  restricted  to  an  entirely  arbitrary,  mul¬ 
tiple  vote  franchise,  which  is  unrelated  not 
oniy\t°  the  standards  for  white  and  Asian 
voterSv  but  also  to  those  set  for  African 
voters  \n  surrounding  British  territories. 
Thus  thehewildered  Kenya  African  may  vote 
if  he  has  ah  annual  income  of  $336,  and  njay 
cast  ho  morfe  than  two  additional  votes  if  he 
meets  certains,  other  requirements,  whereas 
in  adjoining  Uganda,  literacy  in  the  vernacu¬ 
lar  is  enough  toNnualify  an  African  to  vote, 
but  he  is,  howeverv  never  entitled  to  a  mul¬ 
tiple  vote.  On  theVother  hand,  the  income 
requirements  for  Andean  voters  are  $420 
in  Tanganyika  and  $2/100  in  the  Rhodesias. 
.Such  standards,  arbitrary  in  the  extreme, 
have  served  only  to  suggest  to  Africans  in 
Kenya  and  elsewhere  thaKthey  are  being 
cheated  and  frustrated  in  tlrqir  basic  demo¬ 
cratic  right  of  franchise. 

Economically,  the  Government  has  until 
recently,  forbidden  Africans  to  raise  the  prof¬ 
itable  cash  crops  (coffee,  tea,  siss.1,  etc.), 
and  even  now  it  subjects  them  to  discidmina- 
tory  licensing,  credit,  and  other  restrictions, 
which  are  not  applied  to  Europeans.  '  Far 
more  serious  to  the  Africans,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  reserved  the  entire  cool,  fertile 
highlands  for  white  settlers  only — refusing 
to  allow  Africans,  to  farm  even  unoccupied 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  0E  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  he  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
iamended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replace¬ 
ment  only:  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereimder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of 
buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided, 
the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses 
connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 
to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 


3 


1  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  4 

2  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

3  Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro- 

4  duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  eco- 

5  nomics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including  admin- 

6  istration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  sta- 

7  tions;  $63,961,590  :  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  is  author- 

8  •  ized  to  acquire  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  without 

9  reimbursement  land  and  improvements  at  Orlando,  Florida, 

10  to  be  transferred  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 

11  ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended :  Provided  fur- 

12  ther,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply 

13  to  (a)  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the 

14  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.O.  113a),  or  (b)  not  to 

15  exceed  $739,000  for  the  construction  and  alteration  of 

16  buildings:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  is  author- 

17  ized  to  acquire  by  donation  lands  necessary  for  the  con- 

18  struction  thereof ; 

19  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  oper- 

20  ations  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 

21  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 

22  carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 

23  activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 

24  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.O.  114b— d) , 
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$48,340,600,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for 
use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  con¬ 
ditions  ; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 
products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 
to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $21,135,100; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  he 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under 
this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  may  he  used  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  the  fiscal 
year  1960,  the  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise  available  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,708;  and  pay- 
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merits  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  ex¬ 
periment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887, 
as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appro¬ 
priations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or 
agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts:  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained 
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4  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 

2  Service”. 

3  Extension  Service 

4  COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

5  Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico:  Eor  pay- 
0  ments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the 
rj  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
g  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
9  U.S.C.  347a),  $52,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts 

40  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  -205  of  the  Agricultural 
n  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,495,000; 

42  in  all,  $53,715,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropri- 

43  ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 

44  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior 

45  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for 

16  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

17  Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  Eor  cost  of  em- 

18  ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten- 

19  sion  employees,  $5,674,375. 

20  Penalty  mail:  Eor  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 

21  extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,491,307. 

22  Federal  Extension  Service:  Eor  administration  of  the 

23  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 

24  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 

25  U.S.C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to  co¬ 
ordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,242,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $615,800. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f), 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $82,322,000: 
Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur¬ 
chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system 
and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
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being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500, 
except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any 
fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on 
land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has  established  a 
central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and 
general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension 
of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State, 
the  agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
with  any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
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(5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Plood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $25,500,000,  with  which 
shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed 
protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,- 
000  may  he  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  TT.S.CJ.  701-709) , 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
IT.  R.  7175 - 2 


10 


4  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Depart- 

2  ment,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including  not  to 

3  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 

4  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 

5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
g  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a),  to  remain  available  until 
tj  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the 
g  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
9  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes : 

10  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  he  used  for  the 
-q  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  water- 

42  sheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county  board  of  super- 

43  visors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  are  situated. 

14  WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

15  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 

16  Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  Octo- 

17  her  14,  1940  (16  U.S.C.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  sup- 

18  plemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 

19  6,  1950  (7  U.S.O.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  conserva- 

20  tion  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 

21  pended,  $75,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unex- 

22  pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said 

23  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 
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1  GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

2  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 

3  of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  sec- 

4  tion  16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 

5  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 

6  590p) ,  $7,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

7  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

8  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 

9  authorized  in  sections  7  to  16,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 

10  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb 

11  ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 

12  590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 

13  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 

14  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 

15  States,  $241,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 

16  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 

17  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

18  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 

19  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 

20  Act,  1959,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1958,  to 

21  December  31,  1959,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 

22  $26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 

23  be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
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1  expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 

2  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 

3  but  not  more  than  $5,424,200  shall  be  transferred  to  the 

4  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 

5  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur- 

6  ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 

7  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 

8  employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 

9  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in- 

10  formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 

11  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administra- 

12  tive  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin- 

13  istration  of  the  1960  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 

14  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 

15  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including 

16  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 

17  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 

18  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de- 

19  signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 

20  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no  change  shall  be 

21  made  in  such  1960  program  which  will  have  the  effect  in 

22  any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost- 

23  sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958 

24  programs,  unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended 

25  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State  com- 
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mittee:  Provided  further,  That  the  proportion  of  the  State 
fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county  for  the  1960  program 
shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such  fund  for 
the  1958  program  year:  Provided  further,  That  not  to 
exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1960  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the 
recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formu¬ 
lating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than 
technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  ad¬ 
dition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee 
and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per 
centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State, 
or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the 
same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  1960  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  for  conservation 
practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  ap¬ 
proved  watersheds:  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers, 
lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


14 


terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation, 
or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary 
or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 
violating  the  .Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the 
use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legisla¬ 
tion  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  nets  con- 
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nected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting 
any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  two 
buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research. and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $15,044,500:  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  he  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  prioe  spread  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any 
expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payments  to  States,  $24,862,600,  including  not  to 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


16 


exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50 
per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to 
exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TEEBITOEIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)),  $1,160,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760) , 
$110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of 
said  Act:  Provided  further,  That,  for  additional  payments 
to  States  in  accordance  with  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
for  the  purchase  of  food,  $43,657,248  shall  be  transferred 
to  this  appropriation  from  the  funds  available  in  the  fiscal 
year  1959  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935. 
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Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  tlie  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and 
for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  TT.S.C.  1766),  $3,518,300:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged 
with  this  appropriation  and  shall  he  available  for  all  expenses 
of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  said  section  32 :  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  $1,310,000  in  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  derived  from  sales  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
and  made  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall 
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1  be  available  for  expenses  of  the  agricultural  attache  service 

2  and  for  general  operating  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricul- 

3  tural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  section  104  (a) 

4  of  that  Act. 

5  Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

6  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

7  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 

8  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 

9  1—1 7a ) ,  $909,500. 

10  Soil  Bank  Program 

11  CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

12  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re- 

13  serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 

14  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 

15  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve 

16  program,  $310,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 

17  $18,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses,  of 

18  which  not  less  than  $14,400,000  may  be  transferred  to  the 

19  appropriation  account  “Local  administration,  section  388, 

20  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further, 

21  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into 

22  contracts  with  producers  which,  together  with  contracts 

23  already  entered  into,  would  require  payments  to  producers 

24  (including  the  cost  of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of 

25  $325,000,000  in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of 
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applying  this  limitation,  practice  payments  shall  be  charge¬ 
able  to  the  first  year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  used  to  enter 
into  contracts  to  pay  compensation  to  any  individual  or 
corporation  in  excess  of  $3,000  per  annum:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  he  paid  on  any  con¬ 
tract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments 
to  participants:  Provided  further,  That  clause  (2)  of  the 
fourth  proviso  relating  to  annual  rental  payments  under  this 
head  in  Public  Law  85-459  shall  not  be  applicable  to  con¬ 
tracts  hereafter  entered  into:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  these  funds  may  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts 
for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years  or  to  pay  annual  rentals 
in  excess  of  a  fair  rental  value  of  land  placed  under  con¬ 
tract,  such  fair  rental  value  to  be  based  on  the  actual  pro¬ 
duction  diverted  each  year. 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $39,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,886,300  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 
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SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ,  $71,500,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (including  trans¬ 
fers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  payments  to 
sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,297,426. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924), 
as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $136,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $79,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
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of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code 
535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40 
U.S.C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facili¬ 
ties  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid 
areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483) , 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Bural 
Kehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440^144)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
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(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 
water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 
719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 
from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  he  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and 
prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise 
distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to 
entrymen  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $2,000,000:  Pro- 
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vided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
Act,  1952 :  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not 
to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the 
loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be 
available  for  loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV 
of  such  Act,  as  amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm¬ 
ers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  $30,300,000,  together  with  a  transfer  of  not  to 
exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of 
section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the 
Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,115,300. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 
freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
$2,881,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,431,665,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the 
Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $900,000. 
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TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1958,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-l),  $1,435,424,413. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $39,600,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis- 
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trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
$1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only 
to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  he  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract 
or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof :  Provided  further,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this 

4 

section  shall  be  used  to  process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan 
which  is  in  excess  of  $50,000. 

REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAU  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1959  (in¬ 
cluding  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows:  (1) 
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$63,875,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ;  (2)  $104,- 
508,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 
[relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Act  of 
July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703,  1721-1724)  ; 
(3)  $968,016,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Act 
of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1709)  ;  (4) 
$35,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ; 
(5)  $129,000,000  for  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter 
or  exchange  of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and 
transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  ;  (6) 
$1,056,500  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Diseases  of 
animals  and  poultry”  pursuant  to  authority  contained  under 
such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1959;  and  (7)  $1,607,- 
000  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  research 
and  service”  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  31,  1951  (7 
U.S.C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  with¬ 
out  charge  to  producers,  as  authorized  by  law  (7  U.S.C. 
473a,  51  Id) . 
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TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  twenty-five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
four  hundred  and  twenty-three  shall  be  for  replacement 
only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
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the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  F oreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.O.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  m  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.O.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat. 
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1793) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  or  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1960”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  20,  1959. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 
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Calendar  No.  317 


86th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

(  Report 

1st  Session  f 

[  No.  330 

AGRICULTURAL  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 


May  28,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Russell,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7175] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,'  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to  the  Senate  with 
various  amendments  and  present  herewith  information  relative  to^the 
changes  made : 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House  (direct  appropria¬ 


tions) _ $3,  939,  165,  498 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  36,  339,  650 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  3,  975,  505,  148 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1959 _ _ _  4,  813,  330,  350 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1960 _  4,  081,  364,  863 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate : 

Under  the  appropriations  for  1959 _  —837,  825,  202 

Under  the  estimates  for  1960 _  — 105,  859,  715 
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GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  Senate  committee  bill  is  in  the  amount  of  $3,975,505,148,  a  net 
increase  of  $36,339,650  over  the  House  bill.  The  bill  includes 
$1,271,983,235  for  regular  activities  and  $2,703,521,913  for  restora¬ 
tion  of  capital  impairment  of  and  reimbursements  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  The  bill  is  $837,825,202  under  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  1959.  This  is  largely  due  to  the  discontinuance 
of  the  acreage  reserve  program  and  due  to  smaller  amounts  being 
necessary  for  restorations  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

9 

Salaries  and  Expenses  ^ 

RESEARCH 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $70,479,390  for 
research,  an  increase  of  $6,517,800  over  the  House  allowance  and 
$6,239,390  over  the  estimate. 


ADDITIONAL  RESEARCH  NEEDS 

Last  year  the  committee  requested  the  Department  to  study  and 
report  on  research  needs  and  to  make  recommendations  thereon  for 
soil  and  water,  cotton  boll  weevil,  and  for  the  corn  borer  and  other 
corn  insects. 

Early  this  year,  but  after  submission  of  the  budget  estimates  for 
1960,  these  reports  were  submitted  to  the  House  and  Senate  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Appropriations.  This  committee  conducted  thorough 
hearings  on  the  subject  matter  of  these  reports  and  believes  that  action 
should  be  taken  now  to  strengthen  research  in  each  of  the  major 
research  fields  covered  by  the  respective  reports  from  the  Department. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  RESEARCH  ^ 

The  report  on  soil  and  water  research  needs,  if  fully  implemented, 
would  require  increasing  soil  and  water  research  from  $7  million  to 
over  $26  million  annually  and  for  capital  construction  of  research  fa¬ 
cilities  totaling  more  than  $20  million.  The  committee  reviewed  the 
recommendations  and  examined  them  thoroughly  with  officials  of  the 
Department  during  hearings  on  the  bill,  and  has  recommended 
strengthening  of  soil  and  water  research  by  the  amount  of  $2,016,800. 
These  increases  are  in  accordance  with  priority  listings  and  amounts 
recommended  by  the  Department  to  strengthen  existing  research 
stations  and  facilities  to  bring  them  to  their  most  effective  operating 
level  before  starting  the  construction  of  additional  new  facilities. 

In  the  detailed  report,  considerable  emphasis  was  given  to  the  need 
for  the  instrumentation  of  four  to  six  watersheds  in  various  geographic 
regions  of  the  country  to  provide  needed  data  on  precipitation- 
runoff  relationship  of  great  value  to  the  small  watershed,  and  general 
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conservation  program,  as  well  as  for  other  agricultural  purposes.  In 
the  priority  listing  furnished  to  the  committee,  the  Northwest  hy¬ 
drology  research  watershed  received  a  high  priority  and  is  included 
with  headquarters  at  Boise,  Idaho,  and  $95,600  of  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  for  the  Danville,  Vt.,  watershed  where  this  work  is  under¬ 
way.  Of  the  amount  recommended  for  the  Morris,  Minn.,  Labora¬ 
tory,  a  minimum  of  $50,000  will  be  used  in  eastern  South  Dakota. 
Within  the  funds  allowed  for  soil  and  water  research  $20,000  is  to  be 
used  in  the  Humboldt  River  watershed  of  Nevada,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  each  year  of  the  proposed  4-year  program,  the  State 
will  continue  to  put  up  $35,000. 

RESEARCH  ON  COTTON  BOLL  WEEVIL 

The  cotton  boll  weevil  has  caused  heavy  crop  loss  for  many  years 
throughout  large  areas  of  the  Cotton  Belt.  A  concerted  research 
|  program  has  long  been  needed  if  effective  eradication  methods  are  to 
be  developed.  Based  upon  the  recommendations  in  the  report  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee,  an  appropriation  of  $1,893,000  is  recom¬ 
mended,  of  which  $1,593,000  is  a  nonrecurring  item  to  construct 
research  laboratory  facilities  at  State  College,  Miss.,  and  $300,000  is 
to  step  up  the  research  effort  next  year  at  present  locations. 

BORER  AND  OTHER  CORN  INSECTS 

Corn  is  one  of  our  most  important  crops  and  has  an  annual  value  of 
almost  $5  billion.  It  is  attacked  by  at  least  25  major  species  of  insects 
with  an  estimated  annual  loss  of  $900  million.  At  present  the  total 
research  effort  on  corn  insects  is  less  than  $800,000  a  year.  The 
Department  report  emphasized  the  need  for  adequate  facilities  to 
undertake  an  accelerated  research  program  on  the  corn  insects.  The 
committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,483,000  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  two  laboratories,  one  of  which  is  to  be  located  at  the 
Coastal  Plains  Experiment  Station  for  research  on  the  corn  insect 
problems  of  the  Southeast,  and  the  other  to  be  located  in  the  Midwest. 

OTHER  RESEARCH  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  committee  has  carefully  considered  a  number  of  other  research 
proposals  and  recommends  that  the  following  be  included  in  the  bill: 

(1)  $500,000  for  accelerating  work  on  livestock  entomology. 

(2)  $200,000  for  research  on  the  production,  breeding  and  dis¬ 
eases  of  several  vegetable  crops. 

(3)  $100,000,  each,  for  instituting  research  on  development  of 
Coastal  Bermuda  pellets,  and  for  stepping  up  utilization  research 
on  sweetpotatoes. 

(4)  $25,000  for  apple  breeding  in  the  Southeast,  and 

(5)  Restoration  of  $200,000  of  the  $250,000  requested  in  the 
budget,  to  initiate  humane  slaughter  research.  This  amount 
does  not  include  any  funds  or  authorization  for  remodeling  labora¬ 
tory  buildings  at  Beltsville,  Md.  The  committee  believes  that 
the  new  Animal  Research  Laboratory  at  Ames,  Iowa,  when 
completed  at  a  cost  of  $16,250,000,  should  be  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  In  carrying  out  the  research  studies  authorized  herein, 
the  Department  is  urged  not  to  overlook  the  needs  of  small 
packers. 
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NATIONAL  PLANT  PHYSIOLOGY  LABORATORY 

The  committee  has  heard  testimony  as  to  the  need  for  a  National 
Plant  Physiology  Laboratory  to  study  the  environmental  factors 
affecting  various  crops.  The  Department  is  requested  to  report  to 
the  committee  on  the  need  for  this  facility,  and  the  present  work  being 
done,  together  with  the  kind  and  scope  of  a  strengthened  research 
program  required  to  deal  with  this  general  problem. 

UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 

The  committee  reemphasizes  its  support  of  adequate  funds  for  a 
realistic  program  of  utilization  research  at  the  four  regional  research 
laboratories  but  is  compelled  to  express  disappointment  at  the  results 
achieved  at  those  installations  thus  far.  In  approving  the  1960  fiscal 
year  budget  estimate  for  such  work,  plus  a  modest  increase,  the  com¬ 
mittee  nevertheless  urges  that  the  problems  of  utilization  research  be 
approached  with  more  vigor  and  imagination  than  has  apparently 
characterized  such  effort  in  the  past. 

Much  more  was  expected  and  predicted  from  these  installations  at 
the  time  of  their  establishment  than  has  materialized  thus  far,  and 
while  the  committee  does  not  in  any  way  mean  to  belittle  the  achieve¬ 
ments  of  the  regional  laboratories,  it  nevertheless  believes  that  more 
effective  progress,  particularly  progress  directed  toward  increasing  the 
utilization  of  agricultural  productivity,  can  and  should  be  made. 

Further,  the  committee  specifically  requests  that  it  be  kept  advised 
by  an  annual  summary  report  on  research  developments,  including 
the  work  hi  progress  at  these  laboratories,  proposed  new  work,  and 
on  projects  to  be  discontinued  due  to  completion  of  work  or  lack  of 
results  with  the  reasons  for  discontinuance.  It  is  the  hope  of  the 
committee  that  it  will  be  kept  better  advised  not  only  as  to  specific 
accomplishments  in  the  field  of  utilization  research  but  also  as  to 
fiscal  requirements  at  these  installations. 

Plant  and  Animal  Disease  and  Pest  Control 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $51,050,600  to 
carry  out  the  regulatory  programs  under  this  head.  This  is  $2,710,000 
over  the  House  allowance  and  $1,940,600  over  the  estimates.  The 
principal  increase  by  the  committee  was  $2,500,000  for  brucellosis 
eradication,  providing  a  total  of  $17,500,000  instead  of  $15  million  as 
proposed  in  the  budget.  The  committee  notes  that  15  States  have 
received  modified  brucellosis-free  certifications,  which  is  evidence  of 
the  success  of  the  program.  However,  in  reviewing  the  State-by- 
State  contributions  to  the  program  it  notes  wide  variations  and  in¬ 
consistencies  in  State  support. 

The  Department  is  requested  to  review  this  matter  in  an  effort  to 
step  up  State  contributions  to  the  program,  to  get  them  more  nearly 
on  a  matching  basis  in  the  States  now  making  such  small  contributions. 

The  committee  also  made  partial  restorations  in  the  estimate  of 
$100,000  in  general  control  work,  and  $75,000  for  cooperation  with 
the  States  on  suppressing  the  soybean  cyst  nematode.  Also  $35,000 
is  recommended  to  accelerate  the  eradication  of  sheep  scabies. 

Meat  Inspection 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $21,324,900,  an 
increase  of  $189,900  over  the  House  allowance  and  $150,000  under  the 
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estimate.  The  amount  recommended  is  an  increase  of  $539,800  over 
1959. 

State  Experiment  Stations 

An  appropriation  of  $31,553,708  is  recommended  for  payments  to 
State  experiment  stations,  the  House  allowance,  the  budget  estimate, 
and  the  amount  approved  for  fiscal  1959. 

For  penalty  mail  costs  of  this  program  $250,000  is  recommended, 
the  amount  of  the  estimate,  and  the  House  allowance. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Cooperative  Extension  Work,  Payments  and  Expenses 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $53,715,000  for 
cooperative  extension  payments  to  States,  the  amount  allowed  by  the 
House  and  in  the  estimate,  and  the  amount  approved  for  1959. 

Retirement  Costs  for  Extension  Agents 

The  committee  recommends  $5,674,375  for  mandatory  retirement 
costs,  the  amount  approved  by  the  House  and  requested  in  the  Budget, 
and  an  increase  of  $195,000  over  fiscal  1959. 

Penalty  Mail 

For  penalty  mail  costs  $2,491,307  is  recommended,  the  amount  of 
the  estimate  and  the  House  allowance. 

Federal  Extension  Service 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,242,540,  the 
House  allowance,  and  $16,255  under  the  budget  estimate. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  $615,800,  the  House  allowance  and 
$4,200  under  the  estimate  for  the  operations  of  the  Farmer  Cooperative 
Service. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
Conservation  Operations 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $82,322,000,  the 
amount  of  the  House  allowance,  and  $1,250,000  over  the  budget 
request. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  directed  to  reports  that 
in  some  States  the  soil  conservation  district  organizations  have  entered 
into  arrangements  with  earth-moving  contractors  who  perform  services 
paid  in  whole  or  in  part  from  Federal  funds,  under  which  practices  such 
contractors  make  contributions  to  the  district  organization.  While 
these  arrangements  may  not  be  illegal  under  the  State  laws,  it  is  a  bad 
practice.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  General  Accounting 
Office  are  directed  to  police  this  matter  and  where  they  find  such 
practices  to  exist,  to  report  them  to  the  committee,  together  with 
corrective  action  taken  to  see  that  the  practices  are  discontinued. 
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Watershed  Protection 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $20,000,000,  the 
budget  estimate  and  $5,500,000  under  the  House  allowance. 

The  latest  estimates  received  from  the  Department  indicate  that 
due  to  delays  on  the  part  of  local  participation  on  the  installation  of 
works  of  improvement  on  approved  small  watersheds,  the  carryover 
of  Federal  funds  will  amount  to  $14  million  which  together  with  the 
recommended  appropriation  of  $20  million  will  provide  $34  million 
for  the  program  in  1960.  The  funds  provided  enable  project  planning 
to  continue  at  the  1959  level. 

Flood  Prevention 

An  appropriation  of  $15,000,000  is  recommended  for  work  on  the 
11  major  watersheds,  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  $3,000,000 
under  the  House  recommendation. 

Water  Conservation  and  Utilization  Projects 

The  committee  recommends  $75,000  for  this  work,  the  House 
allowance,  the  budget  estimate,  and  $260,000  under  1959. 

Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $10,000,000,  which 
is  $2,500,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  $2,500,000  over  the  House 
allowance,  and  the  amount  appropriated  for  1959. 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $241,500,000,  the 
budget  estimate  and  House  allowance,  which,  together  with  the  unused 
balances,  will  meet  the  commitments  for  the  1959  program. 

For  the  1960  program,  the  committee  recommends  an  authorization 
of  $250,000,000,  the  House  allowance,  and  $150,000,000  over  the  esti¬ 
mate.  This  same  amount  has  been  authorized  for  several  years. 

Last  year  the  committee  inserted  a  provision  in  the  bill  which  pre-  A 
eluded  the  restriction  of  eligibility  requirements  and  cost-sharing  on  * 
practices  in  the  1959  program  unless  such  changes  were  recommended 
by  the  individual  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  respective 
State  committee.  The  House  bill  carries  this  provision  forward  for 
the  1960  program,  and  the  committee  concurs  in  this  action.  The 
committee,  however,  further  recommends  a  modification  in  the 
language  of  the  proviso  by  striking  out  the  phrase  “either  the  1957  or 
1958  programs”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “the.  1959  'program" .  The 
new  language  will  bring  the  proviso  up  to  date  and  is  not  intended  to 
affect  the  cost-sharing  and  eligibility  requirements  in  any  other  manner. 

The  committee  has  also  stricken  a  proviso  inserted  by  the  House 
which  would  deprive  State  committees  of  their  authority  to  change 
ACP  fund  allocations  to  the  respective  counties  year  by  year  or  to 
make  adjustments  in  the  county  allocations  during  the  program  year, 
as  follows: 

provided  further-?  that  -the  proportion  of  -the  State  fund 
initially  allocated  -to  any  county  for  -the  -I960  program  shall 
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Five  Percent  Transfer  Proviso 


The  committee  agrees  with  the  views  expressed  in  the  House  report 
regarding  the  time-consuming  and  costly  recordkeeping  processes 
imposed  on  county  offices  and  local  SCS  district  technicians  in  ar¬ 
ranging  for  the  transfer  of  and  then  reporting  on  use  of  ACP  funds 
transferred  to  SCS  for  the  servicing  of  technical  practices  under  this 
program. 

After  a  number  of  years  of  experience  the  departmental  officials 
concerned  undoubtedly  know  the  average  cost  of  technical  service 
charges  for  the  various  practices  carried  out  under  the  transferred 
funds. 

The  new  procedures  put  into  effect  in  the  1959  program  for  arrang¬ 
ing  transfers  and  the  detailed  accounting  and  billing  requirements 
thereunder  should  be  immediately  reexamined  and  greatly  simplified, 
and  unless  this  is  done  the  committee  will  consider  recommending 
the  deletion  of  any  authority  for  the  transfer  of  funds  when  it  considers 
the  appropriation  bill  for  1961.  The  Department  is  requested  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  committee  within  60  days  on  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the 
recommended  simplification  of  transfer  of  funds  and  the  accounting 
procedures. 


AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 
Marketing  Research  and  Agricultural  Estimates 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $15,514,100,  an 
increase  of  $469,600  over  the  House  allowance  and  $77,100  over  the 
estimate. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  proposed  House  reduction  of 
$294,600  for  consumer  preference  studies.  The  results  of  these 
studies  serve  as  a  valuable  aid  to  the  packaging,  distribution,  and 
marketing  of  farm  products.  The  committee  believes  they  should  be 
continued.  The  committee  has  added  $50,000,  in  addition  to  the 
House  increase,  for  cotton  quality  spinning  research,  at  Clemson, 
S.C.,  to  be  performed  in  the  existing  pilot  plant. 

The  committee  recommends  $125,000  for  extension  of  cattle-on-feed 
estimates  and  reports  as  follows:  (1)  Monthly  reports  for  Arizona  and 
California;  (2)  extension  of  quarterly  reports  to  New  Mexico,  Nevada, 
Oregon,  Washington,  and  Wyoming;  and  (3)  extension  of  annual 
reports  to  Alabama,  Arkansas,  Florida,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Mississippi,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and 
Virginia. 

The  committee  has  been  presented  with  testimony  regarding  the 
need  for  crop  estimating  and  reporting  work  on  caneberries,  bush- 
berries,  and  other  small  fruit  crops.  The  Department  is  requested 
to  examine  this  carefully  with  a  view  to  making  a  start  on  this  work 
within  the  total  amount  provided. 

Marketing  Services 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $26,306,600  for 
marketing  services,  an  increase  of  $1,444,000  over  the  House  allowance, 
to  provide  the  budget  estimate  of  $10,497,000  for  poultry  inspection. 
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Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and  Possessions 

The  committee  recommends  $1,195,000,  an  increase  of  $35,000  over 
the  House  and  the  budget  estimate  to  expand  work  on  promotion  of 
potatoes. 

School  Lunch  Program 

An  appropriation  of  $110  million  is  recommended,  the  House  allow¬ 
ance,  $10  million  over  the  estimate,  and  the  amount  appropriated  for 
fiscal  1959.  Last  year  the  appropriation  act  carried  a  provision  mak¬ 
ing  $35  million  available  by  transfer  from  section  32  funds  to  section  6 
to  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  foods. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Department  is  better  equipped  to 
handle  the  purchase  of  foods,  and  to  balance  this  procurement  with 
the  donations  of  Government-owned  foods,  which  it  makes  to  the 
school  lunch  program  than  would  prevail  if  the  House  proposal  for 
utilizing  $43,657,248  of  section  32  funds  were  to  be  undertaken.  The 
committee  accordingly  recommends  the  deletion  of  the  House  pro¬ 
vision,  and  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  provision: 

:  Provided  further ,  That  $43,657,248  shall  be  transferred  to 
this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32 
of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to 
section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional 
funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section  32 

The  committee  amendment  inserts  the  language  carried  in  the  1959 
appropriation  act,  and  the  amount  of  the  House  proviso  which  pro¬ 
vides  a  total  of  $153,657,248  of  Federal  financing  for  the  school  lunch 
program  as  proposed  in  the  House  bill. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  House  allowances  for  the  operation 
of  this  service  which  makes  a  total  of  $7,321,300  available,  and  is 
$100,000  under  the  estimate.  Foreign  currencies  are  available  in 
large  quantities  and  are  readily  transferable  between  countries. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $900,000  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  a  decrease  of  $9,500  under  the 
House  bill.  The  sum  recommended  is  $4,500  over  the  1959  appro¬ 
priation. 

SOIL  BANK  PROGRAM 

Conservation  Reserve 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $340  million  to 
pay  the  contractual  obligations,  cost  sharing,  and  administrative 
expenses  of  this  program,  and  to  cover  the  liquidating  costs  of  the 
acreage  reserve  program. 

The  appropriation  recommended  is  $30  million  over  the  House 
and  $20,370,000  under  the  estimate.  Based  upon  the  latest  estimates 
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available  to  the  committee  together  with  funds  from  1959  which  can 
be  carried  forward,  this  will  be  adequate.  The  committee  has  also 
increased  the  expense  limitation  from  $18  million  to  $18,900,000  to 
partially  restore  the  estimate  of  $19,318,000. 

For  the  1960  program  authorization,  the  committee  recommends 
$450  million,  an  increase  of  $125  million  over  the  House  and  $75 
million  over  the  estimate.  The  full  authorization  under  law  is 
recommended  since  the  1960  program  will  be  the  last,  and  many 
qualified  applicants  were  unable  to  put  their  land  under  contract 
last  year  due  to  inadequacy  of  the  1959  authorization. 

NEED  FOR  STRENGTHENED  ADMINISTRATION 

The  committee  does  not  approve  of  the  tentative  plans  of  the 
Department  to  redistribute  State  or  area  allocations  under  the  con¬ 
servation  program  to  deal  with  unusual  conditions  existing  in  any 
^  one  crop.  If  there  is  to  be  any  change  of  policy  on  the  allocation 
*  of  funds  the  Department  should  give  first  consideration  in  the  1960 
program  to  those  applicants  the  1959  program  signups  not  included 
in  the  1959  program  because  they  were  in  excess  of  the  available  fund 
allocations. 

It  shall  give  due  regard  in  the  distribution  of  the  funds  under  this 
authorization  to  those  areas  where  cultivated  and  actually  farmed 
land  is  being  offered  for  contract  and  on  which  the  conservation 
practices  to  be  installed  will  bring  about  permanent  conservation 
benefits  and  land  use  adjustment. 

Careful  attention  shall  be  given  to  preclude  large  allotments  of 
funds  for  contracts  in  geographic  areas  where  it  may  be  used  for 
disaster  relief  involving  excessive  rental  payments  for  long  contract 
periods  on  marginal  cropland,  as  has  been  widely  reported. 

Officials  of  the  Department  stated  that  there  had  been  numerous 
instances  where  practices  had  to  be  reestablished,  and  this  cost  sharing 
may  run  as  high  as  $10  million.  The  committee  has  carefully  con¬ 
sidered  this  matter  and  is  opposed  to  any  of  the  funds  appropriated 
herein  being  used  for  this  purpose,  except  in  case  of  natural  disaster 
Federal  cost-sharing  on  repeat  practices  is  approved,  if  it  is  reduced  by 
)  50  percent. 

The  committee  expects  the  above  and  other  precautionary  measures 
be  taken  by  the  Department  in  administering  the  1960  program 
authorization,  and  the  contracts  already  in  effect.  It  believes  that 
if  adequate  regulations  and  operating  instructions  are  issued,  and 
carried  out  by  State  and  county  committees  the  objectives  of  the 
limitations  inserted  by  the  House  are  not  needed. 

The  committee  has  modified  the  House  provision  inserted  to  limit 
total  payments  to  any  individual  who  enters  into  a  contract  by 
making  the  limitation  apply  only  to  the  rental  payment  in  lieu  of 
rental  and  practice  payment  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  com¬ 
mittee  also  raised  the  amount  from  $3,000  to  $5,000.  The  committee 
recommends  the  deletion  of  the  following  provisions  inserted  by  the 
House : 

:  Provided  further,  That  clause  (2)  of  the  fourth  proviso 
relating  to  annual  rental  payments  under  this  head  in  Public 
Law  85-459  shall  not  be  applicable  to  contracts  hereafter 


S.  Rept.  330,  86-1 
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entered  into:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds 
may  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  for  a  period  in  excess  of 
five  years  or  to  pay  annual  rentals  in  excess  of  a  fair  rental 
value  of  land  placed  under  contract,  such  fair  rental  value  to 
be  based  on  the  actual  production  diverted  each  year 

COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 
Acreage  Allotments  and  Marketing  Quotas 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $39,135,000,  the 
amount  of  the  House  allowance,  the  budget  request,  and  $2,580,000 
below  the  funds  available  for  fiscal  1959. 

Under  this  head  $2,735,000  is  provided  to  provide  a  10  percent  aver¬ 
age  increase  of  salaries  for  employees  of  county  agricultural  stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  conservation  committees,  effective  July  1,  1959.  Most  of 
the  estimated  pay  cost,  amounting  to  $8,179,000  in  all,  is  derived  from 
increases  authorized  in  administrative  expense  limitations  of  various 
programs  administered  by  the  Commodity  Stabilization  Service. 

The  additional  funds  for  pay  increases  provided  in  this  bill  are  to  be 
used  only  to  reestablish  the  salary  relationship  which  existed  between 
the  salaries  paid  county  committee  employees  and  other  local  and 
Federal  employees  prior  to  enactment  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Salary  Increase  Pay  Act  of  1958,  and  in  accordance  with  the  pay  scales 
developed  by  the  Department  in  recent  years. 

This  committee  agrees  with  the  House  that  the  number  of  employees 
in  county  committee  offices  should  be  kept  to  the  minimum. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $71,500,000,  the 
House  allowance  and  the  budget  estimate,  a  decrease  of  $4,500,000 
under  the  amount  appropriated  for  1959,  to  make  payments  to  domes¬ 
tic  producers  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $6,376,700  for 
operating  and  administrative  expenses,  the  amount  of  the  estimate 
and  the  House  allowance,  and  the  amount  available  in  1959. 

The  Corporation  also  has  authority  to  spend  up  to  $2,330,000  from 
premium  income  for  operating  costs. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Loan  Authorizations 

The  committee  recommends  an  authorization  of  $136  million  for 
the  electric  loan  program  and  $79  million  for  the  telephone  program, 
the  respective  authorizations  are  the  same  as  the  House  allowance 
and  the  budget  request.  In  addition  a  contingency  authorization  of 
$25  million  is  authorized  for  each  program. 

The  recommended  authorization  for  electric  loans  is  $181  million 
under  1959  but  due  to  carryover  authorizations  and  rescissions,  it  will 
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provide  for  au  estimated  $245  million  loan  program  for  1960.  The 
recommended  authorization  of  $79  million  for  the  telephone  program 
represents  an  increase  of  $11,500,000  over  1959.  This  sum  together 
with  the  carryover  authorization  and  contingency  authorization  will 
provide  ample  authorization  for  the  estimated  program  of  $105  million. 


Salaries  and  Expenses 

An  appropriation  of  $9,632,000  is  recommended  for  administrative 
expenses,  the  amount  of  the  House  allowance,  the  budget  estimate, 
and  an  increase  of  $30,700  over  funds  available  in  fiscal  1959. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 
Loan  Authorizations 

^  The  committee  recommends  loan  authorizations  totaling  $206,- 
R000,000,  together  with  a  contingency  authorization  of  $20,000,000 
"*ior  farm  operating  and  farm  ownership  loans.  The  recommended 
authorizations  are  the  same  amount  as  the  House  allowance  and  are 
$33,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate. 

The  authorizations  recommended  are  the  same  as  for  1959  except 
for  the  soil  and  water  conservation  loans,  which  have  been  decreased 
from  $5,500,000  in  1959  to  $2  million.  The  recommended  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  $3,500,000  under  1959  but  is  $1  million  over  the  estimate. 
Departmental  officials  based  their  request  for  reduced  soil  and  water 
loan  authorization  upon  the  anticipated  availability  of  ample  insured 
loan  funds  to  meet  requirements. 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $31,189,500,  the 
amount  available  in  1959,  an  increase  of  $889,500  over  the  House 
allowance,  and  $110,500  under  the  estimate. 

The  reduction  proposed  by  the  House  appears  to  be  based  upon  the 
decreased  need  for  disaster  loans.  The  administrative  cost  of  making 
disaster  loans  is  financed  from  the  disaster  loan  revolving  fund  and  not 
Itfrom  this  appropriation.  The  agency  has  previously  reduced  the  size 
^of  its  Washington  office  and  field  office  staffs  as  well  as  the  number  of 
field  offices,  and  the  reduction  proposed  would  result  in  closing  addi¬ 
tional  county  offices. 

In  addition  to  conducting  the  recommended  loan  program  author¬ 
ized  for  1960  at  the  same  level  as  for  1959,  the  agency  has  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  servicing  outstanding  loans  of  over  $1  billion.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  it  essential  that  adequate  administrative  funds  be 
provided  for  making  new  loans,  and  in  servicing  outstanding  loans  to 
protect  the  outstanding  record  the  agency  has  on  repayments. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,208,750,  an 
increase  of  $93,450  over  the  House  allowance,  to  partially  restore  the 
budget  estimate  of  $3,310,500.  In  addition  this  office  expects  to 
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receive  a  transfer  of  $195,200  from  other  agencies  making  a  total 
available  of  $3,403,950  to  carry  out  the  legal  work  of  the  Department. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

For  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  and  immediate  staff  offices  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $2,881,000  is  recommended,  the  House  allowance,  the 
budget  estimate  and  $20,750  over  1959. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  allowance  providing  an 
appropriation  of  $1,431,665  for  this  office,  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate  and  an  increase  of  $3,000  over  the  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1959. 

LIBRARY 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $900,000,  which 
is  $32,600  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount  of  the  House 
allowance. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  Department  proposal  to  strengthen 
field  library  services  at  locations  where  there  are  concentrations  of 
specialized  research  workers. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
Restoration  of  Capital  Impairment 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,435,424,413, 
which  is  $100  million  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount  of 
the  House  allowance. 

The  committee  shares  the  views  expressed  in  the  House  report  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  officials  of  the  Corporation 
should  make  greater  efforts  to  dispose  of  Government-owned  com¬ 
modities  in  the  world  markets  and  to  thereby  reduce  the  cost  of  stor¬ 
age,  interest,  and  handling  charges. 

Limitation  on  Administrative  Expenses 

The  committee  recommends  an  authorization  for  corporate  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  $42,771,000,  an  increase  of  $3,171,000  over  the 
House  allowance,  and  $2,529,000  under  the  estimate.  The  recom¬ 
mended  increase  is  to  be  placed  in  the  contingency  reserve  and  is  to 
be  used  only  if  an  unforeseen  increase  in  workload  develops. 

Size  Limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Loans 

The  House  adopted  an  amendment  restricting  the  processing  of 
commodity  credit  loans.  The  committee  recommends  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  be  stricken,  as  follows: 

•i  Premded  further-;  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this 
section  shall  fee  used  -fee  process  a  Commodity  Credit  Loan 
wfeiefe  is  in  excess  of  SSOyOOO 
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In  lieu  of  the  stricken  proviso  the  committee  recommends  insertion 
of  the  following  language: 

1  :  Provided  further ,  ( 1 )  That  no  part  of  this  authorization 
shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program 
for  I960  under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess 
of  $50,000  would  be  extended  through  loans ,  purchases,  or  pur¬ 
chase  agreements  made  or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  all  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  ( 2 )  that  the  term  “person”  shall  mean  an 
individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation, 
association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State, 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof,  (8)  that 
in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the 
amount  of  price  support  received,  by  the,  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  but  the  amount  of  price  support  made  available  to 
any  person  through  such  cooperative  marketing  organization 
shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support 
received  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4) 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  pre¬ 
scribing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  prevent  the 
evasion  of  such  limitation 


The  committee  amendment  clarifies  several  points  which  were  not 
clear  in  the  House  amendment.  The  proposed  amendment  will  be 
effective  on  1960  crops.  It  defines  coverage,  and  in  general  contains 
suggestions  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  which  were  sent  to  the 
committee  for  its  information  and  guidance  in  considering  the  effect 
of  the  House  limitation  on  loans. 

Reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  Special 

Activities 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,268,097,500  to 
reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  estimated  cost 
of  authorized  programs  for  fiscal  1959,  the  amount  of  the  estimate, 
and  the  House  allowance.  This  is  $68,657,311  under  the  amount 
appropriated  for  fiscal  1958  costs  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1959. 

A  listing  of  the  several  items  covered  under  this  head,  the  respective 
amounts  for  1959  and  1960  costs  follows: 


Appropriation,  Appropriation, 
1959  (1958  1960  (1959  esti- 

eosts)  mated  costs) 


Internationa)  Wheat  Agreement _ _ 

Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples 


nil,  vnjyi 

1, 033,  515, 000 
82, 250, 335 
18, 506 


$80, 800, 000 
119,270,000 


$63, 875, 000 
104, 508, 000 
968, 016, 000 
129,000,000 


Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies. 
Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental  stockpile _ 


Grain  for  migratory  waterfowl 


35, 000 


Animal  disease  eradication  activities. 
Grading  and  classing  activities _ 


19, 390, 100 
1, 510, 870 


1, 056,  500 
1, 607, 000 


1,336,754,811  1,268,097,500 


Total. 


14  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 

i 

TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

For  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  the  committee  recommends 
an  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $2,125,000,  the  amount  of  the 
estimate,  the  House  allowance,  and  the  amount  authorized  in  1959. 

The  necessary  liquidation  expenditures  for  the  Federal  Farm  Mort¬ 
gage  Corporation  are  provided  for  by  language  in  the  bill. 

The  intermediate  credit  banks,  pursuant  to  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of 
1956,  are  no  longer  subject  to  congressional  expense  limitation. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  committee  has  placed  a  limit  of  $1,500,000  on  the  appropriation 
for  research  and  service  work  to  be  done  by  contracting,  and  has 
stricken  from  the  bill  the  proposed  language  to  do  this  work  by  grants. 
The  committee  believes  it  should  be  furnished  with  more  facts  and 
details  as  to  the  work  done  under  contract  and  proposed  to  be  done 
through  grants  before  acting  on  this  new  proposal. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1959  AND  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  BILL  FOR  1960 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  18. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  repotted  agricultu^'al  appropriation  bill,  to  be  de¬ 
bated  Mon.  Senate  passed  Treasury- Post  Office  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Stennis 
opposed  limiting  price  support /payments  to  farmers.  \House  passed  Commerce  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  Sen.  Bush  introduced  and  discussed  biN.  to  establish  uniform  cost- 
<«iaring  for  water  projects. 


SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 

with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  7175  (S,  Rept.  330).  pv-  8330 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  committee's  actions  on  the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  to  the  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
material  at  the  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  ihe  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 


r 


8. 


9. 


At  the  end  of  this  Digest  are  a  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions  and 
excerpts  from  the  committee  report. 

Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  this  bill  will  be  considered  Mon. ,  June  1 
(pp.  8325,  8429).  The  bill  was  made  the  unfinished  business,  (p.  8440) 

Sen.  Stennis  expressed  his  opposition  to  a  provision  in  the  bill,  as  reporte 
by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee,  "limiting  to  $50,000  the  total  amount 
of  price  support  which  an  individual  producer  could  receive  on  the  1960  produc¬ 
tion  of  all  agricultural  commodities,"  and  submitted  an  amendment  he  will  pro¬ 
pose  to  the  bill  which  will  "simply  require  the  producer  to  repay  all  loans 
in  excess  of  $50,000  at  the  end  of  the  marketing  year/' 


2. 


ROW 


D.  C.  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed,  68  to  0,  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R. 
5676  (pp.  83*^3,  8357-90,  8395-7,  8398).  Agreed  to  an  amendjdent  by  Sen.  Morse 
to  increase  tne  appropriation  by  $133,000  over  the  committee  figure  for  D.  C. 
school  lunches  \d.  8378).  Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  ft 398).  House  con¬ 
ferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed. 


3.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  ’'APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed,  33ftto  3,  with  amendments 

this  bill,  H.  R.  5805\fpp.  8400,  8403-23,  8425-9)/ Conferees  were  appointed 
(p,  8429).  .  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed.  ^ 

4.  ALASKA.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

S.  1541,  to  amend  certain  lavs  of  the  U.  S.  ftn  light  of  the  admission  of 
Alaska  (S.  Rept.  331).  p.  8310 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Bullet  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement  for 
the  following  watersheds: 

French  Creek,  Wash,,  and  Marshla^^,  Wash.;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee,  p.  8327 

Tobesofkee  Creek,  Ga. ,  Big  Blu^,  Il\,  and  Shoal  Creek,  Ill.;  to  Public 
Works  Committee,  p.  8328 


6.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  Christian  Science  Monitor  article 

quoting  from  Secretary  Ben/i*  s  speech  to  theySixth  National  Watershed  Congress 
in  which  he  urged  conservation  of  our  water  resources,  and  Sen.  Morse  criti¬ 
cized  the  Secretary  for  ftot  supporting  construction  of  the  Hells  Canyon  dam.  / 
8353-4  /  \  V 


PP. 


7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Ja6its  urged  continuation  of  our  foreign  aid  program,  dis¬ 
agreed  with  the  p/josal  by  Sen.  Mansfield  to  cut  off\ertaln  foreign  aid 
grants  at  the  exxft of  3  years,  and  inserted  several  articles  discussing  the 
foreign  aid  program,  pp.  8390-5 


DAIRY  PRICES y  Sens.  Wiley  and  Proxmire  expressed  concern  ove)t  dairy  prices 
in  Wise. ,  ftxd  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  an  address  by  the  editor  ofNthe  Madison 
Capital  /nes  contending  that  "the  huge  share  of  the  Consumer' s\dollar  that 
goes  tcyxhe  processor  has  been  growing,  that  it  increases  the  prree  of  milk 
for  the  housewife,  and  seriously  depresses  the  income  of  the  dairyvarmer." 
pp.  8402-3 


FORESTRY.  Received  from  the  Calif.  Legislature  resolutions  favoring  ensflytment 
>f  legislation  for  a  long-range  program  for  the  national  forests,  and  the,  ap¬ 
propriation  of  sufficient  funds  to  provide  for  preparation  and  placement  o^  a 
full  allowable  cut  in  each  working  circle  of  each  national  forest  in  Calif, 
p.  8328 

Received  a  Nev.  Legislature  resolution  favoring  enactment  of  legislation 
to  establish  a  youth  conservation  corps  to  aid  in  conservation  of  natural 
resources,  pp.  8329-30 


JJO.  MINERALS,  S.  J.  Res.  101,  by  Sen.  Symington,  to  authorize  the  transfer  by 
sale  or  exchange  of  white  phosphorous  by  the  Department  of  the  Army;  to 
Armed  Services  Committee. 

M  PROGRAM.  H.  R.  7428,  by  Rep.  Corbett,  to  provide  for  a  new  farm  gifogram; 
Agriculture  Committee. 

32.  LABELING.  H.  R.  7430,  by  Rep.  Haley,  to  amend  the  Federal  Food,  D^Gg,  and 

Cosmetic  Act,  with  respect  to  label  declaration  of  the  use  of  pesticide 
c hemic a re  on  raw  agricultural  commodites  which  are  the  produce/bf  the  soil; 
to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee. 

33.  PATENTS.  H.  R*  7432,  by  Rep.  King,  Utah,  to  amend  chapter/^7  of  title  35  of 

the  United  States  Code  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  the/United  States  in 
certain  patents^ to  Judiciary  Committee.  Remarks  of  aj/thor.  pp.  A4542-3 

34.  PROPERTY.  H.  R.  74^3,  by  Rep.  Knox,  to  provide  for  *ne  payment  by  the  United 
States  of  a  portion\f  assessments  for  improvements  benefiting  federally 
owned  real  property  i\  certain  cases;  to  Public  Juries  Committee. 

-0- 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS  \ 

May  29:  Availability  of  mortgage  Vr edit  in  n^ct  decade,  S.  Banking  and  Currency 
(Scott  and  Hansen  to  testify) . 

June  1:  Applications  for  tracts  in  (\ribcy^  and  Targhee  Forests,  H.  Interior 
(Crafts,  FS,  to  testify). 
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l 

EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  COMMITTEE  REPORT  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND 
FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 
Soil  and  .Water  Research 

"The  committee  ***  has  recommended  strengthening  of  soil  and  water  research 
by  the  amount  of  $2,016,800,  These  increases  are  in  accordance  with  priority 
listings  and  amounts  recommended  by  the  Department  to  strengthen  existing  research 
stations  and  facilities  to  bring  them  to  their  most  effective  operating  level 
before  starting  the  construction  of  additional  new  facilities," 

Research  on  Cotton  Boll  Weevil 

"***  an  appropriation  of  $1,893,000  is  recommended,  of  which  $1,593,000  is  a 
nonrecurring  item  to  construct  research  laboratory  facilities  at  State  College, 

Miss,,  and  $300,000  is  to  step  up  the  research  effort  next  year  at  present  locations# 

Borer  and  Other  Corn  Insects  ^ 

"***  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,483,000  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  two  laboratories,  one  of  which  is  to  be  located  at  the  Coastal  Plains 
Experiment  Station  for  research  on  the  corn  insect  problems  of  the  Southeast, 
and  the  other  to  be  located  in  the  Midwest," 

Plant  and  Animal  Disease  and  Pest  Control 


"***  The  principal  increase  by  the  committee  was  $2,500,000  for  brucellosis 
eradication,  providing  a  total  of  $17,500,000  instead  of  $15  million  as  proposed 
in  the  budget," 


SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
Conservation  Operations 

"***  The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  directed  to  reports  that  in 
some  States  the  soil  conservation  district  organizations  have  entered  into 
arrangements  with  earth-moving  contractors  who  perform  services  paid  in  whole 
or  in  part  from  Federal  funds,  under  which  practices  such  contractors  make  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  district  organization.  While  these  arrangements  may  not  be 
illegal  under  the  State  laws,  it  is  a  bad  practice.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  the  General  Accounting  Office  are  directed  to  police  this  matter  and  where 
they  find  such  practices  to  exist,  to  report  them  to  the  committee,  together  with 
corrective  action  taken  to  see  that  the  practices  are  discontinued," 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
Five  Percent  Transfer  Proviso 


"The  committee  agrees  with  the  views  expressed  in  the  House  report  regarding 
the  time-consuming  and  costly  recordkeeping  processes  imposed  on  county  offices 
and  local  SCS  district  technicians  in  arranging  for  the  transfer  of  and  then 
reporting  on  use  of  ACP  funds  transferred  to  SCS  for  the  servicing  of  technical 
practices  under  this  program, 

"After  a  number  of  years  of  experience  the  departmental  officials  concerned 
undoubtedly  know  the  average  cost  of  technical  service  charges  for  the  various 
practices  carried  out  under  the  transferred  funds. 
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”The  new  procedures  put  into  effect  in  the  1959  program  for  arranging  transfers 
and  the  detailed  accounting  and  billing  requirements  thereunder  should  be  immediate¬ 
ly  reexamined  and  greatly  simplified,  and  unless  this  is  done  the  committee  will 
consider  recommending  the  deletion  of  any  authority  for  the  transfer  of  funds 
when  it  considers  the  appropriation  bill  for  1961,  The  Department  is  requested 
to  report  to  the  committee  within  60  days  on  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the  recommended 
simplification  of  transfer  of  funds  and  the  accounting  procedures,” 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 
Marketing  Research  and  Agricultural  Estimates 

"***  The  committee  has  restored  the  proposed  House  reduction  of  $294,600 
for  consumer  preference  studies.  The  results  of  these  studies  serve  as  a  valuable 
aid  to  the  packaging,  distribution,  and  marketing  of  farm  products.  The  committee 
believes  they  should  be  continued. 

"The  committee  recommends  $125,000  for  extension  of  cattle-on-feed  estimates 
and  reports***" 

^  SOIL  BANK  PROGRAM 

Conservation  Reserve 


Need  For  Strengthened  Administration 

"The  committee  does  not  approve  of  the  tentative  plans  of  the  Department  to 
redistribute  State  or  area  allocations  under  the  conservation  program  to  deal 
with  unusual  conditions  existing  in  any  one  crop.  If  there  is  to  be  any  change  of 
policy  on  the  allocation  of  funds  the  Department  should  give  first  consideration 
in  the  1960  program  to  those  applicants  the  1959  program  signups  not  included  in 
the  1959  program  because  they  were  in  excess  of  the  available  fund  allocations, 

"It  shall  give  due  regard  in  the  distribution  of  the  funds  under  this  autho¬ 
rization  to  those  areas  where  cultivated  and  actually  farmed  land  is  being 
offered  for  contract  and  on  which  the  conservation  practices  to  be  installed  will 
bring  about  permanent  conservation  benefits  and  land  use  adjustment, 

)  "Careful  attention  shall  be  given  to  preclude  large  allotments  of  funds 
for  contracts  in  geographic  areas  where  it  may  be  used  for  disaster  relief 
involving  excessive  rental  payments  for  long  contract  periods  on  marginal  cropland, 
as  has  been  widely  reported. 

"Officials  of  the  Department  stated  that  there  had  been  numerous  instances 
where  practices  had  to  be  reestablished,  and  this  cost  sharing  nay  run  as  high 
as  $10  million.  The  committee  has  carefully  considered  this  matter  and  is  opposed 
to  any  of  the  funds  appropriated  herein  being  used  for  this  purpose,  except  in 
case  of  natural  disaster  Federal  cost-sharing  on  repeat  practices  is  approved,  if 
it  is  reduced  by  50  percent, 

"The  committee  expects  the  above  and  other  precautionary  measures  be  taken 
by  the  Department  in  administering  the  1960  program  authorization,  and  the  contracts 
already  in  effect.  It  believes  that  if  adequate  regulations  and  operating 
instructions  are  issued,  and  carried  out  by  State  and  county  committees  the  object¬ 
ives  of  the  limitations  inserted  by  the  House  are  not  needed. 

"The  committee  has  modified  the  House  provision  inserted  to  limit  total 
payments  to  any  individual  who  enters  into  a  contract  by  making  the  limitation 
apply  only  to  the  rental  payment  in  lieu  of  rental  and  practice  payment  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  The  committee  also  raised  the  amount  from  $3,000  to  $5,000,"  *** 
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COMMODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE 


Acreage  Allotments  and  Marketing  Quotas 

"***  The  additional  funds  for  pay  increases  provided  in  this  bill  are  to 
be  used  only  to  reestablish  the  salary  relationship  which  existed  between  the 
salaries  paid  county  committee  employees  and  other  local  and  Federal  employees 
prior  to  enactment  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Increase  Pay  Act  of  1958,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  pay  scales  developed  by  the  Department  in  recent  years, 
"This  committee  agrees  with  the  House  that  the  number  of  employees  in 
county  committee  offices  should  be  kept  to  the  minimum," 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 


Size  Limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Loans 


"The  House  adopted  an  amendment  restricting  the  processing  of  commodity  credit 
loans.  The  committee  recommends  that  the  amendment  of  the  House  be  stricken,  *** 
"In  lieu  of  the  stricken  proviso  the  committee  recommends  insertion  of  the 
following  language: 

:  Provided  further,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this  authorization  shall 
be  used  to.  formulate  cr  carry  out  a  price  support  program' for  1960 
under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000 
would  be  extended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements 
made  or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person 
on  the  1960  production  of  all  agricultural  commodities,  (2)  that 
the  term  person’  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint- 
stock  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other 
legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any 
agency  thereof,  (3)  that  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase 
from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  such  limitation  shall 
not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of  price  support  made  avail¬ 
able  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  marketing  organization 
shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  support 
received  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4) 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib¬ 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion 
of  such  limitation 

"The  committee  amendment  clarifies  several  points  which  were  not  clear  in  the 
House  amendment.  The  proposed  amendment  will  be  effective  on  1960  crops,  it  defines 
coverage,  and  in  general  contains  suggestions  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
which  were  sent  to  the  committee  for  its  information  and  guidance  in  considering 
the  effect  of  the  House  limitation  on  loans," 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  21, 1959 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

May  28, 1959 

Reported  by  Mr.  Russell,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  aud  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replace¬ 
ment  only :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of 
buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided, 
the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses 
connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 
to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 


3 


1  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  4 

2  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

3  Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro- 

4  duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  eco- 

5  nomics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including  admin- 

6  istration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  sta- 

7  tions;  $63,964,500  $70,479,390 :  Provided,  That  the  Secre- 

8  tary  is  authorized  to  acquire  from  the  Department  of  the 

9  Army  without  reimbursement  land  and  improvements  at 

10  Orlando,  Florida,  to  be  transferred  pursuant  to  the  Federal 

11  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as 

12  amended:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  contained 

13  herein  shall  not  apply  to  (a)  replacement  of  buildings  needed 
Id  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a), 

or  (b)  not  to  exceed  $7-39tOOO  $3,815,000  for  the  construc- 

16  tion  and  alteration  of  buildings:  Provided  further,  That  the 

17  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  donation  lands  necessary 

18  for  the  construction  thereof ; 

19  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  oper- 

20  ations  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 

21  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 

22  carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 

23  activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
21  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.C.  114b— d) , 
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$48,340j6Q6  # 51,050,600 ,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 
conditions ; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 
products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating 
to  process  or  renovated  butter,  $2-l,l-35;4Q0  $ 21,324,900 ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under 
this  head  for  the  fiscal  }Tear  1959  may  be  used  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  the  fiscal 
year  1960,  the  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise  available  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  pay¬ 
ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7 
TJ.S.C.  361a— 36Ti ) ,  including  administration  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,708;  and  pay- 
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1  ments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 

2  Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 

3  U.S.O.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,708. 

4  Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  ex- 

5  periment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887, 

6  as  amended,  $250,000. 

7  DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTBY 

8  Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 

9  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 

10  contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec- 

11  tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 

12  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder- 

13  pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 

14  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884,  as 

15  amended  (7  U.S.O.  391;  21  U.S.O.  111-122),  including 

16  expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru- 

17  ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appro- 

18  priations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or 

19  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 

20  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 

21  threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 

22  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 

23  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 

24  with  such  transferred  amounts:  Provided ,  That  this  appro- 

25  priation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained 
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in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 
Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  pay¬ 
ments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a),  $52,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts 
for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  -205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,495,000; 
in  all,  $53,715,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior 
to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for 
expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  $5,674,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,491,307. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to  co¬ 
ordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 
work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 
and  insular  possessions,  $2,242,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $615,800. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $82,322,000: 
Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur¬ 
chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitaiy  system 
and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
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being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500, 
except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any 
fiscal  year  in  an  amount  hot  to  exceed  $500  per  building: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on 
land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further,  That 
in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has  established  a 
central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and 
general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension 
of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State, 
the  agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
with  any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
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(5  U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

Tor  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Tlood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $S5,50Q?Q09  $ 20,000,000 , 
with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  watershed  protection  purposes :  Provided,  That  not 
to  exceed  $100,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  hy  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

Tor  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Tlood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709) , 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
H.  P.  7175 - 2 
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provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  for  emp^ment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $18, 000,000  $ 15,000,000 ,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 
purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be 
used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Talla¬ 
hatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  arc 
situated. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 
Dor  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1940  (16  U.S.C.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 
6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  $75,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said 
Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 
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GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $7-,5QOtQOO  $. 10,000,000 ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program . 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  16,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590  ( o ) , 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $241,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1959,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1958,  to 
December  31,  1959,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
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expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 
but  not  more  than  $5,424,200  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  he  used 
to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 
not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in¬ 
formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1960  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 
water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 
1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including 
administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de¬ 
signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  no  change  shall  be 
made  in  such  1960  program  which  will  have  the  effect  in 
any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost¬ 
sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  4957  er  the  1958 
programs  in  the  1959  program,  unless  such  change  shall  have 
been  recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved 
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by  the  State  committee-;  Provided  further-,  -That  the  propor¬ 
tion  el  the  State  fund  initially  allocated  te  any  county  for  the 
-1-960  pregram  shall  net  be  redueed  from  tbe  distribution  ef 
sueb  fund  fer  the  4-958  program  year :  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1960 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,'  on 
the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formu¬ 
lating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than 
technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  ad¬ 
dition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee 
and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per 
centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State, 
or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the 
same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  1960  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  for  conservation 
practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  ap¬ 
proved  watersheds:  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers, 
lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


14 


terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation, 
or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary 
or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 
violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
or  who  ha§  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the 
use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legisla¬ 
tion  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  con- 
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nected  therewith:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting 
any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  exoept  for  two 
buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  $15,044,500  SI 5, 514, 100 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further , 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services:  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payments  to  States,  $24,862,600  $ 26,306,600 ,  includ 
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ing  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  $50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at 
not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to 
201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b) ) ,  $-1,460, -000  $1,195,- 
000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760) , 
$110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of 
said  Acte  Provided  further,  That7  for  additional  payments 
te  States  in  accordance  with  the  National  School  hnneh  Act 


for  the  purchase  of  foody  $48765-7,218  ahah  he  transferred 
to  this  appropriation  from  the  funds  available  in  the  hseal 
year  4969  under  section  62  of  the  Act  of  August  24y  4h6h: 
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Provided  further,  That  $43,657 ,248  shall  he  transferred  to 
this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional 
funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section  32. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and 
for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the-  Act  approved 
August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766),  $3,518,300:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete 
information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged 
with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses 
H.  TL  7175 - 3 
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1  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  pur- 

2  poses  of  said  section  32 :  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition, 

3  not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  $1,310,000  in  foreign  cur- 

4  rencies  derived  from  sales  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 

5  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 

6  and  made  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall 

7  be  available  for  expenses  of  the  agricultural  attache  service 

8  and  for  general  operating  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricul- 

9  tural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  section  104  (a) 

10  of  that  Act. 

11  Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

12  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

13  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 

14  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 

15  1-170  ^03,500  $900,000. 

Soil  Bank  Program 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

18  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conserva tion  re- 

19  serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 

20  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 

21  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve 

22  program,  $310,000,000  $ 340,000,000 :  Provided,  That  not 

23  to  exceed  $18,000,000  $ 18,900,000  shall  be  available  for 

24  administrative  expenses,  of  which  not  less  than  $14,400,000 

25  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Local  ad- 
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ministration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers  which, 
together  with  contracts  alread}^  entered  into,  would  require 
payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  materials  and 
services)  in  excess  of  $3-2-5, 000^090  $450,000,000  in  any 
calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this  limitation, 
practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of 
the  contract  period:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
these  funds  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  to  pay 
rental  compensation  to  any  individual  or  corporation 
in  excess  of  $3^000  $ 5,000  per  annum:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any 
contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants-?  Pvemded-  further,  That 
clause  el  the  fourth  previse  relating  te  annual  rental 
payments  under  this  head  in  Public  haw  85'  459  shall  net 
he  applicable  te  contracts  hereafter  entered  into  '-Provided 
further,  That  no  part  el  these  funds  may  he  used  te  enter 
into  contracts  for  a  period  in  excess  el  live  years  or  te  pay 
annual  rentals  in  excess  el  a  fair  rental  value  el  land  placed 
under  contract,  such  fair  rental  value  te  he  based  en  the  ac¬ 
tual  production  diverted  each  year. 
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Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $39,135,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $6,886,300  shall  be  transferred  to 
the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

SUGAR,  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $71,500,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year:  Provided ,  That  expenditures  (including  trans¬ 
fers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  payments  to 
sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,297,426. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924), 
as  follows: 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $136,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $79,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  he  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


22 


Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code 
535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40 
U.S.C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facili¬ 
ties  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid 
areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483) , 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural 
Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 
water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 
719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  ( 16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 


23 


1  as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 

2  preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 

3  several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 

4  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 

5  from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 

6  amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 

7  head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 

8  of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  he  distributed  to 

9  States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and 

10  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise 

11  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to 

12  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 

13  head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 

14  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $2,000,000:  Pro- 

15  vided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
10  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 

17  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 

18  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

19  Act,  1952:  Provided,  further ,  That  an  additional  amount,  not 

20  to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 

% 

21  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 

22  required  during  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  existing 

23  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the 

24  loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
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1  as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be 

2  available  for  loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV 

3  of  such  Act,  as  amended. 

4  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

5  For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 

6  mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 

7  prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm- 

8  ers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  ex- 

9  penses,  $30,300,000  $31,189,500,  together  with  a  transfer 

10  of  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative 

11  expense  charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 

12  of  section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 

13  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005(b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the 

14  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

15  Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

16  salaries  and  expenses 

17  For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 

18  dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 

19  service,  $-3,145,300  $ 3,208,750 . 

20  Office  of  the  Secretary 

21  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

22  For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 

23  ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Coin- 

24  mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 

25  freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 
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communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 
alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 
and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
$2,881,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 
incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) . 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,431,665,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the 
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Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $900,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPOKATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided: 
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Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  of  administrative  and  operat- 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1958,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-l),  $1,435,424,413. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $397600,000  $ 42,771,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further, 
That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only 
to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
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(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract 
or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof:  Provided  further,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this 
section  shad  be  used  to  process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan 
which  is  in  cxecss  of  $dO,-OQQ :  Provided  further,  (1)  That  no 
part  of  this  authorization  shall  he  used  to  formulate  or  carry 
out  a  price  support  program  for  1960  under  which  a  total 
amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  he  ex¬ 
tended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements 
made  or  made  available  hy  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  all  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  (2)  That  the  term  “person’  shall  mean  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation, 
association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State, 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof,  (3) 
That  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  coopera¬ 
tive  marketing  organization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  hy  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  hut  the  amount  of  price  support 
made  available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar- 
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1  keting  organization  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 

2  amount  of  price  support  received  by  such  person  for  purposes 

3  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

4  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines 

5  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation. 

6  REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

7  FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 

8  To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 

9  authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1959  (in- 

10  eluding  interest  through  date  of  recovery ) ,  as  follows :  ( 1 ) 

11  $63,875,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act 

12  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ;  (2)  $104,- 

13  508,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 

14  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Act  of 

15  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703,  1721-1724)  ; 

1^  (3)  $968,016,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com- 

17  modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Act 
1^  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1709)  ;  (4) 

19  $35,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 

20  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl 

21  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ; 

22  (5)  $129,000,000  for  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired 

23  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter 

24  or  exchange  of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and 

25  transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  Public 
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1  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  ;  (6) 

2  $1,056,500  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Diseases  of 

3  animals  and  poultry”  pursuant  to  authority  contained  under 

4  such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Earm  Credit 

5  Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1959;  and  (7)  $1,607,- 

6  000  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  research 

7  and  service”  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  31,  1951  (7 

8  U.S.C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  with- 

9  out  charge  to  producers,  as  authorized  by  law  (7  U.S.C. 

10  473a,  51  Id). 

11  TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 

12  Farm  Credit  Administration 

13  Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 

14  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 

15  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

16  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

17  The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 

18  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 

19  accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 

20  assets:  Provided ,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 

21  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 

22  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida- 

23  tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 

24  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 
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TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  twenty-five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
four  hundred  and  twenty-three  shall  be  for  replacement 
only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  I.  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.O.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  m  or 
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incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  more  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  72  Stat. 
1793) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  or  grants  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis¬ 
lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 
1960”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  20,  1959. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
in],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
ley],  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  are  detained  on  of- 
ficial\usiness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Ne\  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the 
Senator  Horn  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska], 
the  SenatoK  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
SaltonstallN  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  sNjoeppel]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was\announced — yeas  53, 
nays  3,  as  follows. 

YEAS-\53 


Allott 

Gruening  \ 

Martin 

Anderson 

Hart  \ 

Monroney 

Beall 

Hartke  > 

^Morton 

Bible 

Hayden 

Vluskie 

Bush 

Hickenlooper 

Neuberger 

Butler 

Holland 

Prbnty 

Cannon 

Humphrey 

Pro  xm  ire 

Capehart 

Javits 

Robertson 

Carroll 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Scott  \ 

Case,  N.J. 

Keating 

Smathers 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Smith  \ 

Church 

Kuchel 

Sparkman  \ 

Clark 

Langer 

Stennis  \ 

Cooper 

Lausche 

Thurmond  \ 

Dirksen 

McGee 

Williams,  Del. 

Dworshak 

McNamara 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Yarborough 

Frear 

Mansfield 

NAYS— 3 

Bennett 

Curtis 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING — 42 

Aiken 

Goldwater 

Moss 

Bartlett 

Gore 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Green 

Murray 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hennings 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hill 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Jackson 

Russell 

Cotton 

Johnston.  S.C. 

Saltonstall 

Dodd 

Jordan 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Kennedy 

Symington 

Ellender 

Kerr 

Talmadge 

Engle 

Long 

Wiley 

Ervin 

McCarthy 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Young,  Ohio 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
vote  on  passage  of  the  bill  was  53  yeas 
and  3  nays.  The  bill  was  passed  by  that 
margin. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  wish  to  express  my  appreciation 
and  the  appreciation  of  the  Senate  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  who  has  piloted  this 
measure  through  the  Senate.  Usually 
each  year  this  bill  is  the  first  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  passed  by  the  Senate.  It  is  al¬ 
ways  carefully  considered.  Generally 
speaking,  the  taxpayers  always  are  kept 
in  mind,  and  reductions'  are  made  in  the 
budget  estimates.  * 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  has  been 
diligent,  effective  and  able.  I  express  to 
him  the  appreciation  of  the  leadership 
of  the  entire  Senate. 

I  also  want  to  express  gratitude  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  than  whom 
there  is  no  more  able  or  better  public 
servant. 

As  a  result  of  the  efforts  of  the  Sena-y 
tor  from  Arizona  and  the  Senator  fror 
\Virginia,  this  bill  will  go  to  conference 
might  with  the  approval  of  aiybut 
three  of  the  Members  of  the  Senaxe.  I 
trust  that  the  conferees  will  Me  able 
promptly  to  reach  an  agreement,  and 
that  we  can  send  the  mea^u-e  to  the 
White  House. 

Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  fromXTexas. 


LEGISLATIVE' 
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So  the  bill  (H.R.  5805)  was  passed. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I[ 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  on  its! 
amendments,  request  a  conference  with* 
the  House  of  Representatives  thereon, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  [Mr.  Hartke  in  the 
chair]  appointed  Mr.  Robertson, 
Bible,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Hayden, 
Monroney,  Mr.  Johnston  of  Stfuth 
Carolina,  Mi'.  Hruska,  Mr.  Bridge^,  and 
Mr.  Kuchel  conferees  on  the  paj^  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  Bfesident,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vgjre  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Te^is.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay.tljiftt  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  ageing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  fro jn  Texas  to  lay  on  the 
table  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  to  reconsider. 

The  motjon  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  Irask  the  Chair  to  announce  the 
resuhr  of  the  vote,  because  I  could  not 
hear  it  when  it  was  announced. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  'Sexas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  Monday  we  expect  to  have  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  appropriation  bill,  we  trust  that 
we  may  fie  able  to  get  actiompn  that  bill 
by  Tuesday. 


Oxf  Wednesday  we  expect  toNtake  up 

thar  nomination  of  Mr.  Dillon  a^d  the 
wnination  of  Mr.  Reid,  to  be  followed 
5y  the  nomination  of  Mr.  Strauss. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  Will 
friend  from  Texas  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  want  all  Members 
to  be  on  notice  that  we  expect  to  con¬ 
sider  the  Executive  Calendar  on  Wednes¬ 
day. 

I  yield  to  the  acting  minority  leader. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  able  majority 
leader  contemplate  taking  up  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Mr.  George  M.  Johnson  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Commission  on  Civil 
Rights  at  that  time  ? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  We  can 
take  it  up  then,  or  now.  It  is  a  little 
late  this  evening  to  have  a  yea  and  nay 
vote.  I  am  prepared  to  take  it  up,  if 
there  is  no  objection. 

If  it  is  generally  agreeable,  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  indicated  he  would  like  to 
have  that  nomination  considered  the 
same  day  as  the  others.  We  expect  to 
take  it  up  also  on  Wednesday. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  friend. 


TREASURY  AND  POST  OFFICE  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  APPROPRIATIONS 

1960 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  F^ield  to 
my  able  friend  from  Virginia,  and  I  com¬ 
mend  him  for  his  wonderful/vork. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
junior  Senator  from  ViiVmia  wants  to 
join  with  the  majority  loader  in  express¬ 
ing  appreciation  for  the  fine  work  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  the  Senator,  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hay^n],  The  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  did  not  miss  a  hear¬ 
ing.  The  Senator  was  with  us  at  every 
session  on  the  mark-up  of  the  bill,  both 
in  the  subcommittee  and  in  the  full  com¬ 
mittee. 

On  hh^behalf,  as  well  as  on  behalf  of 
the  jrnmor  Senator  from  Virginia,  I  ex- 
pressmeartfelt  appreciation  for  the  gra¬ 
cious  compliment  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  has  paid  us  for  the  work  we 
nd  in  connection  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  knew  the  junior  Senator 
from  Virginia  when  he  was  a  Member  of 
the  House. '  He  remembers  his  efforts  in 
the  field  of  wildlife  conservation. 

I  know  of  no  more  conscientious  public 
servant  nor  any  more  diligent  Senator. 
;  Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  commend 
him  and  applaud  him.  The  $25  million 
which  he  has  saved  in  the  budget  will 
pay  his  salary  for  many  years  to  come, 
and  I  trust  he  will  enjoy  it. 

LIMITATION  OF  PRICE  SUPPORT 
PAYMENTS 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  reported  the  agricultural  appropri¬ 
ations  bill  with  a  provision  limiting  to 
$50,000  the  total  amount  of  price  support 
which  an  individual  producer  could  re¬ 
ceive  on  the  1960  production  of  all  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  As  Senators' well 
know,  a  $35,000  imitation  was  written 
into  the  wheat  bill  last  week. 

I  should  like  to  take  a  few  moments  to 
discuss  price  support  limitations  and  to 
offer  what  I  believe  to  be  a  much  better 
approach  that  will  be  acceptable  to  the 
proponents  of  price  support  limitations 
while  at  the  same  time  permitting  our 
price  support  programs  to  function  as 
effectively  as  possible  under  such  a  limi¬ 
tation. 

The  question  of  limiting  the  total 
amount  of  price  support  to  which  an 
individual  farmer  is  eligible  has  many 
implications.  I  would  be  less  than  hon¬ 
est  if  I  did  not  say  frankly  that  I  do  not 
know  what  the  effects  of  such  a  step 
would  be.  I  doubt  that  anyone  is  com¬ 
petent  at  this  point  to  predict  what  the 
ramifications  of  such  action  will  be.  We 
do  not  know,  for  example,  how  many 
bales  of  cotton  would  be  ineligible  for 
the  loan  under  a  price  support  limitation 
of  $50,000,  nor  do  we  know  what  effect 
this  ineligible  cotton  would  have  on  mar- 
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ket  prices  and  fai‘m  income.  We  do  not 
know  what  effect  price  support  limita¬ 
tions  will  have  on  CCC  costs  and  record¬ 
keeping  required  of  farmers.  We  do  not 
know  what  is  involved  in  administering 
or  obtaining  compliance  with  a  price 
support  limitation. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  both  the  Senate 
and  the  other  body  have  voted  to  limit 
the  amount  of  price  support  an  individ¬ 
ual  farmer  can  receive.  I  wish  to  make 
it  clear  that  I  personally  am  opposed  to 
such  a  step,  but  if  there  must  be  such  a 
limitation,  then  let  us  have  one  that  is 
as  fair  and  equitable  as  we  can  possibly 
make  it.  Let  us  have  one  that  will  pre¬ 
serve  as  best  it  can,  the  advantages  of  the 
current  price-support  program. 

Therefore,  I  offer  the  following  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Senate:  Simply  require  the  producer 
to  repay  all  loans  in  excess  of  $50,000 
at  the  end  of  the  marketing  year.  To 
illustrate,  take  cotton  as  an  example. 
Under  this  proposal,  a  producer  would  be 
permitted  to  use  the  loan  for  orderly 
marketing  during  the  crop  year.  At  the 
end  of  the  marketing  year,  however, 
when  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
took  over  any  unredeemed  loan  cotton, 
no  one  farmer  would  be  permitted  to 
have  more  than  $50,000  worth  of  cotton 
acquired  by  CCC.  I  sincerely  believe 
that  this  is  really  the  objective  that  the 
proponents  of  limitations  are  seeking  to 
accomplish. 

The  advantages  of  such  a  proposal  are 
obvious.  First  and  foremost  is  the  fact 
that  the  orderly  marketing  feature  of  the 
current  price-support  program  would  be 
maintained.  While  I  must  concede  that 
its  effectiveness  would  be  greatly  dimin¬ 
ished,  it  would,  nevertheless,  be  retained 
to  the  maximum  extent  permitted  by  a 
price-support  limitation. 

This  would  help  considerably  in  reliev¬ 
ing  the  market  from  having  to  absorb  the 
volume  of  the  affected  commodity  in¬ 
eligible  for  price  support.  Therefore  the 
most  disastrous  effects  of  this  limitation 
on  market  prices  and  the  income  of  the 
small  farmer  would  be  alleviated  to  some 
extent. 

I  urge  that  the  Senators  consider  this 
proposition  carefully.  I  have  prepared 
an  amendment  to  this  effect  and  sub¬ 
mit  it  now  for  study  and  consideration. 
I  am  convinced  that  it  is  a  much  fairer 
and  a  much  less  dangerous  way  to  handle 
a  price  support  limitation  without  de¬ 
stroying  the  orderly  marketing  stabilities 
of  the  price-support  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  my  amendment  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks,  and  that  it  lie  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
and  lie  on  the  table,  and  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record  as  requested. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  and  lie  on  the  table,  and  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  item  (1)  of  the  last  proviso 
in  the  item  “Limitation  on  Administrative 
Expenses,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation”, 
insert  the  following:  “without  providing 
(notwithstanding  Section  405  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  as  amended)  for  the 
full  repayment  of  all  amounts  advanced  in 
excess  of  $50,000  plus  interest  thereon  in  any 
marketing  year.” 


EXCESSIVE  SECRECY  IN  CONNEC¬ 
TION  WITH  THE  MUTUAL  SECU¬ 
RITY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  three  amendments  to  S.  1451,  the 
proposed  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1959, 
and  ask  that  they  be  printed  and  appro¬ 
priately  referred.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendments  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations;  and,  without  objection,  they 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  re¬ 
quested. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  these 
amendments  deal  with  the  problem  of 
the  excessive  secrecy  that  now  cloaks  the 
mutual  security  program  and  with  the 
question  of  our  expanding  military  as¬ 
sistance  program  in  Latin  America. 

The  first  amendment  directs  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  “make  public  all  information 
concerning  the  mutual  security  program 
not  deemed  by  him  to  be  incompatible 
With  the  security  of  the  United  States; 
provided,  that  the  security  of  the  United/ 
States  may  not  be  deemed  to  require  the 
withholding  of  information  about  past 
assistance  under  the  program  in/ one 
recipient  country  on  account  of  the  sen¬ 
sitivity  oXanother  recipient  country.” 

I  believeW  is  clear  from  the'' wording 
of  this  ameiwnent  that  it  does  not  deal 
with  the  classification  of  information  on 
pending  or  futute  plans  for  military  or 
economic  assistance.  Ivor  does  the 
amendment  in  anyway  interfere  with 
the  President’s  riglW  to  classify  and 
withhold  informattenNwhen  the  legiti¬ 
mate  security  interests Vf  the  country 
require  this  to  be  done.  simply  pro¬ 
hibits  the  Executive  from  equating  ad¬ 
ministrative  Convenience  wiah  genuine 
national  sectnity.  \ 

In  Latiii  America,  for  example,  we 
have  been  told  by  spokesmen  from  the 
State  Department  that  the  publication 
of  the  dollar  value  of  our  military 
assistance  to  individual  countries  there 
wo/ld  cause  “swirls  of  discontent”  among1 
those  countries.  It  has  been  urged  upon 
/us  that  if  one  country  found  out  how 
much  military  assistance  another  coun¬ 
try  was  getting,  the  knowledge  would 
arouse  jealousy  and  cause  pressure  on 
the  United  States  to  increase  its  aid. 

Frankly,  our  classification  of  the  in¬ 
formation  notwithstanding,  I  believe  it  is 
naive  to  think  that  these  countries  are 
so  blind  to  the  facts  of  life,  and  so  inept 
in  the  ordinary  processes  of  intelligence, 
that  they  do  not  have  a  pretty  good  idea 
how  much  aid  we  are  giving  their  neigh¬ 
bors  from  year  to  year. 

But,  laying  this  question  aside,  I  have 
the  strongest  possible  conviction  that  the 
denial  of  information  for  the  purpose  of 
administrative  convenience,  when  the 
real  security  interests  of  the  country  do 
not  require  it,  is  an  affront  to  the  whole 
philosophy  of  a  free  society. 

I  believe  very  strongly  that  a  free 
society  must  not  and  cannot  long  tol¬ 
erate  the  subordination  of  the  people’s 
right  to  know  to  the  desire  of  bureauc¬ 
racy  to  avoid  embarrassment  or  harass¬ 


ment.  Concealment  of  information  also 
covers  up  bad  judgment,  incompetence, 
and  corruption.  The  mutual  security/ 
program  needs  to  be  brought  out  in/o 
the  open,  wherever  the  real  security  in¬ 
terest  of  the  country  permit.  The /pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  is  to  put  am  end 
to  unnecessary  classification  oy  infor¬ 
mation  about  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram,  which  suits  the  convenience  of 
the  administrators,  but  is  /lot  required 
by  the  real  security  needs'  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  / 

My  second  amendment  is  intended  to 
prevent  a  further  exn/nsion  of  our  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  program  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  For  several  years  it  has  been  the 
stated  position  or  the  administration  to 
encourage  the  /eduction  of  the  military 
establishments  in  the  countries  of  Cen¬ 
tral  and  SoywriAmerica.  Yet,  our  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  program  to  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  countries  has  been  steadily 
growing:  If  the  administration’s  re¬ 
quest in  this  year’s  bill  is  granted  by  the 
Congress,  our  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  in  this  area  will  have  been  tripled 
hr 3  years.  There  is  every  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  such  an  expansion  in  military 
assistance  is  not  only  unnecessary  to 
the  defense  of  the  United  States,  but 
that  it  is  unpopular  with  the  people  of 
Latin  America  and  has  done  much  to 
court  their  disfavor. 

Therefore,  the  purpose  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  to  prevent  a  further  increase, 
during  the  coming  year,  in  our  military 
assistance  program  in  Latin  America. 
The  amendment  would  effect  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $29.5  million  from  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  request  for  $96.5  million. 
This  would  leave  the  sum  of  $67  mil¬ 
lion,  which  is  the  present  level  of  spend¬ 
ing  during  the  current  year  for  military 
assistance  in  Latin  America.  This  sum 
should  be  fully  adequate  for  such  mili¬ 
tary  missions  in  the  area  as  may  be 
directly  related  to  the  legitimate  needs 
of  hemispheric  defense. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  knows  that  I  am  in  complete 
^agreement  with  him  in  the  position  he 
Rakes  with  respect  to  military  aid  to 
Latin  America.  I  am  in  complete  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  amendments  he  now  sub- 
mitsXl  have  already  submitted  two 
amendments  which  seek  a  similar  objec¬ 
tive  to  tl^at  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

All  I  wndi  to  say  in  support  of  what 
the  SenatorNfrom  Idaho  has  said  is  that, 
in  my  judgment,  all  of  us  on  the  Latin 
American  Affairs  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  ^Foreign  Relations,  of 
which  it  is  my  lumor  to  be  chairman, 
and  in  connection  Vith  which  it  is  my 
privilege  to  have  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
as  one  of  my  colleagues  on  the  sub¬ 
committee,  are  greatly  indebted  1 6  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  for  thAy£>uPP°rt  he  is 
giving  to  us  in  seeking  to Nsring  to  an 
end  at  an  early  date  what  I  am  satisfied 
is  one  of  the  major  causes  of  bad  United 
States-Latin  American  relationNmame- 
ly,  American  military  aid,  which  too 
many  instances  has  only  served  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  strengthening  the  position  of  dic¬ 
tators  in  Latin  America.  It  has  create^ 
a  great  deal  of  ill-feeling  because,  as  a 
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from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  and  I 
will  join  him  in  urging  approval  of  such 
\  resolution. 

Vhe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Montana. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  joint  resolution  to  be 
read  a  third  oune. 

The  joint  \esolution  was  read  the 
third  time  and  passed. 


APPOINTMENT  dfc  CHAIRMAN  OF 
COMMITTEE  OnVnTERIOR  AND 
INSULAR  AFFAIRS \s  EX  OFFICIO 
MEMBER  OF  SELECT\COMMITTEE 
ON  NATIONAL  WATER1LESOURCES 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  thaNthe  un¬ 
finished  business,  the  agricultui\  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  be  temporarily  laiitaside 
and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  theVon- 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  297,  Senate 
Resolution  121.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tht 
resolution  will  be  stated  by  .title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  resolution 
(S.  Res.  121)  appointing  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  [Mr.  Murray]  as  an  ex 
officio  member  of  the  Select  Committee 
on  National  Water  Resources. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no' objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  121)  was  considered  and 
agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana,  Mr.  Murray,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
is  hereby  appointed  a  member  ex  officio  to 
the  Select  Committee  on  National  Water 
Resources. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  noiy  has  under  consideration 
H.R.  7175,  which  is  the  annual  supply 
bill  for  the  Department  -of  Agriculture. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc; 
that  the  bill  as  thus  amended  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  original  text  for  the  purpose 
of  amendment;  and  that  no  points  of 
order  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  had  planned  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  one  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments.  I  think  perhaps  it 
might  be  preferable  if  I  were  to  offer  that 
amendment  now.  It  is  merely  a  change 
in  the  amount  of  an  appropriation.  In¬ 


asmuch  as  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
asked  for  the  approval  of  all  committee 
amendments,  perhaps  this  exception 
should  be  noted. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming  would  in  no  wise 
be  precluded  from  offering  any  amend¬ 
ment  he  might  desire  to  offer,  because  I 
requested  that  the  bill  as  amended  be 
considered  as  original  text  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  amendment.  If  the  bill  as  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  amended  by  the  committee 
is  considered  original  text,  it  will  be  open 
to  any  amendment  which  any  Senator 
may  desire  to  offer. 

The  procedure  I  have  suggested  is 
merely  to  clarify  the  bill  and  to  simplify 
issues  which  might  have  been  involved 
before  the  Senate  if  the  request  had  not 
been  made.  It  in  nowise  prejudices  the 
right  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wyoming.  I  shall  be  happy  to  have  the 
distinguished  Senator  recognized  first 
when  the  bill  is  under  consideration,  so 
that  he  may  offer  his  amendment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  My  amendment  is 
on  page  15,  line  5,  and  is  to  strike  out 
“$26,306,600”  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$26,557,515.”  This  is  an  addition  of 
$250,915  and  makes  the  appropriation 
harmonious  with  the  request  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  as  contained  in 
the  President’s  budget.  I  will  discuss 
the  amendment  at  the  appropriate  time. 

The  FRESJDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  ?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  agreed  to  enbloc  are  as 
follows : 

Under  the  heading.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture — Title  I — Regular  Activities— Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service — Salaries  and  Ex¬ 
penses’^  on  page  3,  line  7,  after  the  word 
“stations”,  to  strike  out  “$63,961,590”  and 
insert  “$70,479,390”,  and  in  line  15,  after  the 
Word  “exceed”,  to  strike  out  “$739,000”  and 
insert  “$3,815,000”. 

On  page  4,  at  the  beginning  of  line  1,  to 
strike  out  “$48,340,600”  and  insert  ‘‘$51,- 
050,600”. 

On  page  4,  line  9,  after  the  word  "butter”, 
to  strike  out  “$21,135,100”  and  insert  “$21,- 
324,900”. 

Under  the  subhead  "Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion”,  on  page  9,  line  13,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended”,  to  strike  out  “$25,500,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$20,000,000”. 

Under  the  subhead  “Flood  Prevention”,  on 
page  10,  line  7,  after  the  word  ‘expended”,  to 
strike  out  "$18,000,000”  and  insert  “$15,000- 
000”. 

Under  the  subhead  "Great  Plains  Conser¬ 
vation  Program”,  on  page  11,  line  6,  after 
“(16  U.S.C.  590p)”,  to  strike  Out  “$7,500,000” 
and  insert  “$10,000,000”. 

Under  the  subhead  “Agricultural  Conser¬ 
vation  Program”,  on  page  12,  line  23,  after 
the  word  “in”,  to  strike  out  “either  the  1957 
or  the  1958  programs”  and  insert  “in  the 
1959  program”,  and  on  page  13,  line  1,  after 
the  word  “committee”,  to  strike  out  the  colon 
and  " Provided  further.  That  the  proportion 
of  the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any 
county  for  the  1960  program  shall  not  be 
reduced  from  the  distribution  of  such  fund 
for  the  1958  program  year”. 

Under  the  subhead  “Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service — Marketing  Research  and  Serv¬ 
ice”,  on  page  15,  line  14,  after  the  word  “esti¬ 
mates”,  to  strike  out  “$15,044,500”  and  insert 
“$15,514,100”. 

On  page  15,  line  25,  after  the  word  "States”, 
to  strike  out  “$24,862,600”  and  insert  “$26,- 
306,600”. 


Under  the  subhead  "Payments  to  States, 
Territories,  and  Possessions”,  on  page  16,  line 
14,  after  "(7  U.S.C.  1623(b))”,  to  strike  out 
“$1,160,000”  and  insert  “$1,195,000”. 

Under  the  subhead  “School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram”,  on  page  16,  line  21,  after  the  word 
“Act”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  additional  proviso : 

“ Provided  further,  That,  for  additional  pay¬ 
ments  to  States  in  accordance  with  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  for  the  purchase  of 
food,  $43,657,248  shall  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  from  the  funds  available  in  the 
fiscal  year  1959  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935”,  and  in  lieu  thereof,  to 
insert  the  following  additional  proviso: 

“Provided  further.  That  $43,657,248  shall 
be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of.  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional  funds  to 
'be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section 
32.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Commodity  Exchange 
Authority — Salaries  and  Expenses”,  on  page 
18,  line  15,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  l-17a)”,  to  strike 
out  “$909,500”  and  insert  “$900,000”. 

Under  the  subhead  “Soil  Bank  Program — 
Conservation  Reserve”,  on  page  18,  line  22, 
after  the  word  "program”,  to  strike  out 
“$310,000,000”  and  insert  “$340,000,000”;  in 
line  23,  after  the  word  “exceed!’,  to  strike 
out  “$18,000,000”  and  insert  “$18,900,000”; 
on  page  19,  line  6,  after  the  word  “of”,  to 
strike  out  “$325,000,000”  and  insert  “$450,- 
000,000”;  in  line  12,  after  The  word  “of”,  to 
strike  out  “$3,000”  and  insert  "$5,000”,  and 
in  line  16,  after  the  word  “participants”,  to 
strike  out  the  colon  and  the  following  addi¬ 
tional  provisos : 

“Provided  further,  That  clause  (2)  of  the 
fourth  proviso  relating  to  annual  rental  pay¬ 
ments  under  this  head  in  Public  Law  85-459 
shall  not  be  applicable  to  contracts  hereafter 
entered  into:  Provided  further.  That  no  part 
of  these  funds  may  be  used  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years  or 
to  pay  annual  rentals  in  excess  of  a  fair 
rental  value  of  land  placed  under  contract, 
such  fair  rental  value  to  be  based  on  the 
actual  production  diverted  each  year.” 

Under  the  subhead*  1  “Farmers’  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration — Salaries  and  Expenses”,  on 
page  24,  line  9,  after  the  word  “expenses”,  to 
strike  out  “$30,300,000”  and  insert  “$31,- 
189,500”. 

Under  the  subhead  "Office  of  the  General 
Counsel — Salaries  and  Expenses,”  on  page  24, 
line  19,  after  the  word  “service”,  to  strike  out 
“$3,115,300”  and  insert  “$3,208,750”. 

Under  the  heading  “Title  II— Corpora¬ 
tions — Commodity  Credit  Corporation — Lim¬ 
itation  on  Administrative  Expenses”,  on  page 
27,  line  14,  after  the  word  “exceed”,  to  strike 
out  “$39,600,000”  and  insert  '‘$42,771,000”, 
and  on  page  28,  line  8,  after  the  word 
“hereof”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  “Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  no  funds  appropriated 
in  this  section  shall  be  used  to  process  a 
Commodity  Credit  loan  which  is  in  excess 
of  $50,000”,  and  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert  a 
colon  and  “Provided  further,  (1)  That  no 
part  of  this  authorization  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  carry  out  a  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount 
of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would 
be  extended  through  loans,  purchases,  or 
purchase  agreements  made  or  made  avail¬ 
able  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  all 
agricultural  commodities,  (2)  that  the  term 
“person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partner¬ 
ship,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation, 
association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  en¬ 
tity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  or  any  agency  thereof,  (3)  that  in  the 
case  of  any  -loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  such 
limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of 
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price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  made  available  to  any  person 
through  such  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  such 
person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and 
(4)  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as 
he  determines  necessary  to  prevent  the  eva¬ 
sion  of  such  limitation.” 

Under  the  heading  “Title  IV — General 
Provisions”,  on  page  32,  line  6,  after  the 
word  “Not”,  to  strike  out  “less”  and  insert 
“more”. 

•  Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from.  Georgia  yield  so  that  I 
may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  leadership  de¬ 
sires  to  have  a  quorum  call,  I  am  happy 
to  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
make,  a  brief  summation  regarding  the 
overall  items  of  the  bill.  If  any  Member 
of  the  Senate  desires  to  have  any  de¬ 
tailed  information  about  any  one  of  the 
hundreds  of  items  covered  by  the  bill,  I 
shall  undertake  to  obtain  the  informa¬ 
tion  for  him. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill,  as  reported  to 
the  Senate,  provides  for  total  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $3,975,505,148;  $1,271,983,235  of 
that  amount  is  for  the  regular  activities 
of  the  Department.  I  may  say  that 
amount  also  includes  the  appropriations 
( for  the  Soil  Bank  program. 

The  bill,  as  reported,  provides  $1,435,- 
424,413  for  restoration  of  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  The 
bill,  as  reported,  provides  $1,268,097,500 
to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  special  program  costs  as 
estimated,  for  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

The  bill,  as  reported  to  the  Senate  by 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  calls  for 
appropriations  of  $837,825,202  less  than 
the  appropriations  for  1959.  The  larger 
part  of  that  decrease  is  due  to  the  termi¬ 
nation  of  the  acreage  reserve  part  of  the 
Soil  Bank  program.  That  item  alone  in 
last  year’s  bill  was  $446,200,000.  Like¬ 
wise,  there  is  a  decrease  in  the  amount 
which  has  been  allowed  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  to  restore  the  capital  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  In  the  bill 
as  reported  to  the  Senate,  that  item  is 
$393,600,000  less  than  the  corresponding 
item  in  last  year’s  bill. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  regular  activities 
of  the  Department,  the  bill  provides  ap¬ 
propriations  of  $443,192,000  less  than  the 
appropriation  for  1959;  and  the  amount 
of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee 
is,  in  the  case  of  the  regular  activities  of 
the  Department,  $5,859,715  less  than  the 
amount  of  the  estimates,  and  $36,339,650 
more  than  the  amount  voted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  $30 
million  of  the  increase  which  the  Sen¬ 


ate  committee  recommends  over  the 
amount  voted  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  is  to  discharge  the  obligations 
of  the  Government  under  contracts  en¬ 
tered  into  for  the  conservation  reserve 
program.  That  sum  is  the  best  estimate 
we  can  obtain  as  to  the  necessary 
amount  for  the  payment  of  contractual 
obligations  for  rental  and  practice  pay¬ 
ments. 

The  largest  increase  in  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  other  than  in  that  item,  is  in 
the  item  for  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service.  Our  committee  has  voted  to 
increase  the  amount  of  that  item  to  ap¬ 
proximately  $6,222,500  over  the  amount 
allowed  in  1959,  so  as  to  enable  a  large 
number  of  activities  in  the  field  of  re¬ 
search  to  be  carried  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  call  one 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate. 
Not  only  does  the  bill  carry  an  appro¬ 
priation  to  meet  the  contracts  which 
have  been  entered  into  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  with  various  landowners  for  the 
conservation  reserve  program  for  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1959  and  prior  years,  but  the 
bill  also  authorizes  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  for  1960 ;  1960  will  be  the 
last  year  a  conservation  reserve  program 
can  be  in  effect,  unless  the  Congress 
passes  a  statute  extending  or  reauthor¬ 
izing  a  conservation  reserve  program. 

The  budget  estimate  submitted  by  the 
Department  for  the  limitation  on  next 
year’s  conservation  reserve  program  was 
$375  million.  The  sum  allowed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  in  fixing  the 
standards  for  next  year’s  program,  was 
$325  million.  The  Senate  committee  has 
recommended  to  the  Senate  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  next  year’s  authorization  be 
increased  to  the  full  amount  authorized 
by  law,  or  $450  million. 

Last  year  the  Department  requested 
that  amount.  As  my  colleagues  will  re¬ 
call,  an  item  of  $375  million  was  finally 
included  in  the  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President, "at  this  point  will  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I,  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Under 
the  amount  voted  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  only  approximately  2  mil¬ 
lion  additional  acres  would  be  permitted 
to  go  into  the  conservation  reserve;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Under  the  amount 
voted  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Department  estimates  that  2,300,000 
acres  might  be  accepted  into  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Georgia  agree 
with  me  that  if  there  is  to  be  only  a 
small  program,  we  would  be  better  off 
with  none  at  all,  because  only  a  small 
percentage  of  the  applications  could  be 
accepted ;  and  it  would  hardly  be  worth¬ 
while  to  engage  in  an  expensive  program 
and  stir  up  interest  all  over  the  Nation, 
but  be  able  to  place  only  approximately 
2  million  acres  into  the  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  is  well  aware  that  last  year 
there  was  a  great  deal  of  bitterness  over 
the  1959  program  because  farmer  A  was 
able  to  get  into  the  program,  but  farmer 
B  was  not. 


Mi-.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  under  the 
figure  recommended  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  8  million  additional  acres  could 
be  accepted  into  the  program  in  the  last 
year  of  its  operation. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  There 
have  been  some  mistakes  made  in  the 
operation  of  the  program,  and  I  believe 
some  of  the  criticisms  of  it  have  been 
justified. 

But  I  believe  the  Department,  with  the 
aid  of  the  new  regulations  which  are 
being  put  into  effect,  will  correct  the 
mistakes  of  the  past;  and  I  believe  such 
mistakes  will  not  again  occur. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  hope  and 
trust  that  will  be  the  case. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is 
aware  that  the  admonitions  contained 
in  the  committee’s  report  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  point  out  some  of  the  more  mani¬ 
fest  mistakes  in  the  program  in  the  past, 
and  demand  that  corrective  action  be 
taken  in  the  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  next  year. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  may 
say  I  had  not  planned,  to  vote  for  the 
♦  continuation  of  this  program  and  only 
will  now  because  of  certain  changes  that 
have  been  made.  The  State  of  North 
Dakota  probably  had  a  larger  percentage 
of  its  land  go  into  the  program  than 
did  most  other  States.  Both  the  North 
Dakota  Farmers  Union  and  the  Farm 
Bureau  in  State  convention  have  asked 
that  the  program  be  abolished,  but  I 
do  not  think  that  is  the  sentiment  of  the 
great  majority  of  the  people,  if  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  changed  as  I  understand  it  will 
be  now. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  has  correctly  stated  that  it  costs 
practically  as  much  to  administer  the 
program  which  is  recommended  by  the 
Senate  committee  as  it  does  to  administer 
the  smaller  program  proposed  by  the 
House. 

There  was  one  other  very  significant 
change  made  by  the  Senate  committee 
in  authorizing  next  year’s  program.  The 
House  placed  a  restriction  of  5  years  in 
the  bill  as  the  period  of  time  when  a  con¬ 
tract  could  run.  The  basic  law  pro¬ 
vided  a  period  of  15  years.  But  the 
longest  period  of  which  I  have  any  per¬ 
sonal  knowledge  that  is  now  in  effect  is 
10  years.  We  supported  the  10-year 
limitation.  In  other  words,  it  was  the 
position  of  the  committee  that  if  we 
were  to  have  any  program  at  all,  it 
should  be  as  contemplated  in  the  basic 
law  which  was  passed  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  first  like  to 
say  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
that  I  am  very  pleased  the  committee 
has  made  revisions  in  the  provisions  of 
the  Hou§e  bill  as  they  affect  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  program  of  the  soil  bank. 
The  Senator  will  remember  that  I  spoke 
to  him  about  this  matter  and  wrote  to 
the  committee  giving  my  views.  During 
discussion  of  the  bill  I  expect  to  put  into 
the  Record  a  statement  on  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve,  or  at  least  make  some  fur¬ 
ther  comments  on  it. 
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Last  fall  I  had  occasion  to  make  a 
study  of  this  program.  Before  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
make  any  decision  to  abandon  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  I  believe  a 
further  study  of  the  possibilities  of  an 
extended  and  expanded  program  should 
be  made.  It  is  my  judgment  that  this 
program,  originally  proposed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  is  the  best  one 
now  available^  for  solving  the  surplus 
problem.  In  addition  to  benefits  of  the 
program  to  farmers,  the  program  can  be 
beneficial  to  the  Nation  standing  alone. 

Last  fall,  when  making  a  study  of  the 
program,  I  ascertained  that  if  60  to  75 
million  acres  could  be  withdrawn  from 
production,  it  was  believed  an  expanded 
conservation  reserve  could  go  far  toward 
solving  the  surplus  problem.  A  few  days 
ago  I  read  an  article,  written  by  Dr.  J. 
Carroll  Bottum,  of  Purdue  University, 
who  said  withdrawal  of  50  million  acres 
through  the  conservation  reserve  of  the 
soil  bank  program  might  go  far  toward 
solving  the  farm  problem  of  surplus  pro¬ 
duction. 

I  believe  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  itself  has  been  too  timid  about  this 
program.  Its  program  has  taken  only 
about  23  million  acres  out  of  production, 
and  if  the  full  amount  is  authorized  for 
1960,  it  will  take  some  31  million  of  our 
400  million  acres  of  cropland  out  of  pro¬ 
duction. 

I  hope  the  committee,  before  it  makes 
its  recommendations  next  year,  will  go 
into  the  question  further  and  will  make 
a  further  study  to  ascertain  whether  pro¬ 
ductive  cropland  is  being  withdrawn, 
and  with  the  idea  that  whole  farms 
would  be  taken  out  of  production  in 
many  cases.  I  think  the  conservation 
reserve,  properly  oriented,  could  be  the 
program  we  are  now  looking  for. 

In  my  own  State — and  I  found  this  to 
be  true  also  of  other  States — there  was 
not  much  interest  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  .  program  until  last  year.  Now 
there  is  great  interest  in  it,  and  many 
farmers  are  now  participating.  Besides 
the  value  of  taking  cropland  out  of  pro¬ 
duction,  the  program  has  value  in  itself 
by  providing  conservation  for  future  use, 
and  in  encouraging  the  planting  of  trees 
on  land  best  suited  for  timber  produc¬ 
tion. 

I  know  of  the  Senator’s  interest  in  the 
subject,  and  of  the  committee’s  interest 
in  it.  I  hope  they  will  make  p,  careful 
study  of  it  before  the  time  comes  next 
year  to  make  budget  recommendations, 
and  that  the  committee  will  give  the 
benefit  of  its  views  on  this  question  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky  for  his 
contribution  to  the  record. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  placed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record  at  this  point  the  fol¬ 
lowing  items: 

First.  A  statement  I  made  to  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Richard  B.  Russell,'  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  dealing  with  the  Agricultural  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 


Second.  A  letter  I  have  received  from 
the  Kentucky  ASC  Committee,  composed 
of  the  Honorable  Roy  C.  Gray,  Flemings- 
burg,  Ky.,  chairman;  the  Honorable  Wil¬ 
liam  O.  Gilreath,  Pine  Knot,  Ky.;  and 
the  Honorable  John  O.  Hill,  Hopkinsville, 
Ky. 

Third.  Excerpts  from  three  statements 
commenting  on  the  economics  of  the 
conservation  reserve. 

Fourth.  A  brief  statement  of  my  own 
on  the  conservation  reserve. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

May  26,  1959. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture, 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Russell:  I  understand  that 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee  im¬ 
posed  conditions  In  H.R.  7175  which  could 
severely  cripple  the  soil  bank  program  lor 
1960. 

I  hope  the  Senate  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  will  act  to  continue  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  as  an  effective  farm  program  in 
1960.  In  my  opinion  the  soil  bank  as  its 
began  to  work  last  year  offers  niore  hope  as 
a  constructive  approach  to  the  farm  problem 
than  anything  tried  in  recent  years.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  conservation  reserve  ought  to  be 
expanded,  and  that  the  new  direction  given 
the  program  this  year — in  putting  whole 
farms  to  conservation  use — could  result  in 
substantial  gains  in  preventing  surplus  pro¬ 
duction,  could  permit  shifts  toward  more 
efficient  use  of  resources,  and  could  do  so 
more  economically  than  other  programs  while 
maintaining  farm  income. 

In  my  own  State,  the  conservation  reserve 
is  attracting  more  farmers  each  year.  Last 
fall  nearly  twice  as  many  Kentucky  farmers 
applied  for  the  soil  bank  as  could  be  ac¬ 
cepted  with  the  funds  available.  I  received 
many  appeals  from  farmers  who  were  greatly 
disappointed  to  discover  that  their  applica¬ 
tions  could  not  be  accepted.  I  advised  these 
farmers  to  apply  again  this  year.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  growing  popularity  of  the  program 
may  double  the  number  of  applicants  over 
last  year. 

In  sharp  contrast  to  approving  an  expanded 
program,  however,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  recommended  funds  under  which 
far  fewer  new  acres  could  be  signed  up  this 
year.  The  action  of  the  House  committee, 
if  sustained,  would  further  slash  the  new 
acreage  to  a  fraction  of  that  reduced  figure. 
Under  the  House  proposal,  I  estimate  that 
perhaps  1  Kentucky  farmer  out  of  20  who 
wishes  to  sign  up  in  the  soil  bank  could  be 
accepted — a  discouragingly  bleak  prospect. 

I  cannot  agree  with  the  House  report  that 
the  conservation  reserve  has  been  ineffective. 
For  example,  of  11  million  new  acres  on 
whole  farms  signed  up  last  fall,  3.2  million 
were  allotment  acres.  Yet  these  acres  were 
retired  from  production  at  a  very  low  rate 
compared  either  to  the  old  acreage  reserve, 
or  to  the  price  support  differentials  for 
underplanting  which  are  again  before  the 
Congress.  In  addition,  the  old  problem  of 
increasing  yields  on  the  remaining  farm 
acreage  is  at  last  reached  by  this  solution. 

In  Kentucky,  96  percent  of  the  acreage 
added  to  the  soil  bank  last  year  was  in  whole 
farms.  In  the  first  3  years,  only  about 
one-fifth  of  the  acreage  was  in  whole  farms, 
and  I  think  this  fact  alone  has  in  effect 
made  the  conservation  reserve  a  wholly 
new  and  much  more  constructive  program. 
I  should  think  those  who  favor  reducing 
farm  program  costs,  who  favor  less  Govern¬ 
ment  control,  and  who  favor  long-range  con¬ 
servation  efforts  would  be  attracted  to  an 
expanded  conservation  reserve  program. 


It  seems  to  me  that  the  House  action,  if 
allowed  to  stand,  will  cripple  the  soil  bank 
program  in  at  least  four  ways:  First,  the  $50 
million  reduction  in  authorization  will  cut 
acreage  which  can  be  accepted  this  fall  not 
by  13  percent,  but  by  60  percent,  because  the 
reduction  first  cuts  funds  available  for  new 
contracts.  The  budget  figure  itself  was  $75 
million  below  the  authorization  in  the  Soil 
Bank  Act,  which,  in  the  absence  of  the  acre¬ 
age  reserve  might  well  be  increased  if  the 
program  is  expected  to  deal  with  the  very 
sizable  farm  problem. 

Second,  the  ceiling  of  $3,000  for  the  com¬ 
bined  annual  rental  and  practice  payments  is 
far  more  drastic  than  the  existing  admin¬ 
istrative  ceiling  of  $5,000  on  the  rental  pay¬ 
ment  alone.  It  would  sharply  reduce  the 
eligibility  of  whole  farms.  While  I  favor 
reasonable  limitations  on  all  farm  programs, 
the  present  limit  does  not  seem  to  me  too 
high.--  If  $50,000  is  an  acceptable  limit  for 
price  support  on  the  production  of  any  farm, 
$5,000  does  not  seem  excessive  for  .removing 
an  entire  farm  from  production. 

Third,  limiting  contracts  to  5  years  will 
largely  eliminate  the  tree-planting  program. 
This  is  the  practice  most  needed  in  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  one  to  which  the  conservation 
reserve  is  well  suited.  Finally,  some  of  the 
House  language  would  impose  requirements 
difficult  or  impossible  to  administer,  or 
under  which  farmers  could  not  be  expected 
to  participate  since  they  would  not  know 
what  they  would  receive. 

I  very  much  hope  that  the  conservation 
reserve  may  be  continued  on  a  constructive 
basis.  And  I  would  be  glad  to  join  with  any 
Members  who  share  my  belief  that  an  ex¬ 
panded  conservation  reserve  offers  real  hope 
for  a  successful,  long-range  attack  on  the 
farm  problem — and  represents,  furthermore, 
a  program  already  underway  and  understood 
by  farmers. 

Sincerely,  / 

John  Sherman  Cooper. 


Soil  bank  conservation  reserve,  Kentucky 


Ken¬ 

tucky 

United 

States 

1959  program: 

Number  of  applications  for 
1959  conservation  reserve 
contracts _ _ _ 

7,021 

228,  430 

Number  of  contracts  which 
can  be  completed  for  1959 
(estimate) _  .  . . 

3,700 

155, 000 

Number  of  new  acres  offered, 
1959 _ 

538, 266 

19, 964, 597 

Number  of  new  acres  which 
can  be  accepted  for  1959 
(estimate) . .  . 

284, 000 

13, 200, 000 

Proportion  of  whole  farms, 
new  contracts,  1959  (percent) . 

93 

82 

Proportion  of  acreage  in  whole 
farms  (percent) _ 

96 

84 

1960  program: 

Acreage,  based  on  $450,000,000 
authorization  in  Soil  Bank 
Act . .  . 

186,000 

8, 300, 000 

Acreage  goal,\  based  on 

$375,000,000  budget  author¬ 
ization  -  .  . . . 

112, 000 

5, 000. 000 

Acreage,  based  on  $325,000,000 
House  authorization.  _ 

45, 000 

2, 000, 000 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agricultural  Stabilisation  and 

Conservation  Committee, 
Lexington,  Ky.,  May  29,  19Si9. 
Hon.  John  Sherman  Cooper, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Cooper:  The  State  ASC 
Committee  has  read  your  letter  to  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Richard  B.  Russell,  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  for  Appropri¬ 
ations. 

We  wholeheartedly  support  you  in  your  en¬ 
deavor  toward  an  expanded  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program.  We  feel  that  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  is  an  effective  way 
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toward  meeting  the  farm  surplus  problem, 
conserving  natural  resources  and  stabilizing 
the  farm  income.  Whole  farm  units  made 
up  the  greater  proportion  of  farms  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  1959  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  in  this  State.  This  should  be  an  effec¬ 
tive  attack  upon  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  On  part  farm  units,  the  land  that 
was  not  placed  under  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  would  be  farmed  more  inten¬ 
sively,  and  the  overall  production  may  be 
as  large  as  before  any  acreage  was  placed  un¬ 
der  contract.  Administrative  costs  of  whole 
farm  units  should  be  one  approach  toward 
reducing  costs  of  administering  the  farm 
programs.  The  $3,000  ceiling  for  combined 
annual  rental  and  practice  payments  would 
greatly  reduce  the  whole  farm  participation. 
Five-year  limitations  of  contracts  would 
eliminate  the  tree  planting  practice  for  which 
there  is  a  dire  need  in  this  State. 

Only  about  one-half  of  the  farmers  who 
signed  applications  for  1959  conservation  re¬ 
serve  contracts  were  able  to  participate  in 
the  program  due  to  the  limitation  of  funds. 
Our  personnel  did  an  effective  job  of  explain¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  the  conservation  reserve 
program  to  the  farmers.  When  funds  were 
not  available  to  accept  applications  from  all 
farmers  who  wanted  to  participate  in  the 
conservation  reserve  program,  this  had  a  dl- 
couraging  effect  upon  our  personnel  and 
caused  dissatisfaction  among  the  farmers. 

A  number  of  farmers  in  our  State  will  suf¬ 
fer  a  financial  loss  as  they  made  preparation 
after  signing  the  application  to  participate  in 
the  1959  conservation  reserve  program.  Live¬ 
stock  and  farm  equipment  were  sold  and 
farmers  made  no  plans  in  a  number  of  in¬ 
stances  to  operate  their  farm  during  the  com¬ 
ing  year. 

We  had  hoped  that  funds  would  be  made 
available  for  the  1960  conservation  reserve 
program  that  would  allow  these  farmers  to 
participate  in  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  Based  upon  the  interest  in  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  Kentucky  would  be  able  to  use 
its  proportionate  share  of  the  $450  million,  as 
authorized  in  the  Soil  Bank  Act  if  the  funds 
were,  appropriated. 

Your  letter  to  Senator  Russell  was  well 
written  and  truly  expressed  the  needs  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  farmers  for  an  enlarged  conservation 
reserve  program.  The  committee  whole¬ 
heartedly  concurs  with  you  in  your  recom¬ 
mendations  for  an  extended  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program. 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  in  behalf  of 
farmers  in  this  State  on  this  and  other  mat¬ 
ters. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Roy  C.  Gray, 

Chairman,  Kentucky  ASC  State  Committee. 


Excerpts 

A  paper  by  Dr.  J.  Carroll  Bottum,  Purdue 
University  entitled  “The  Soil  Bank  as  a  So¬ 
lution  to  the  Farm  Price  and  Income  Prob¬ 
lem,”  Joint  Economic  Committee  print,  85th 
Congress,  1st  session,  states:  “Since  1952  the 
U.S.  agricultural  plant  has  been  geared  to 
produce  4  to  6  percent  more  total  agricul¬ 
tural  products  than  the  market  would  take 
at  generally  acceptable  prices.  *  *  *  To 
make  a  voluntary  soil  bank  work,  payment 
must  be  large  enough  and  administered  so 
that  they  will  shift  from  30  to  50  million 
acres  from  grain  crops,  cotton,  and  tobacco 
to  grasses,  legumes,  fallow,  and  trees.  *  *  \* 
Thus  we  might  have  a  soil  bank  of  25  to  30 
million  acres  and  still  not  see  any  notice¬ 
able  effect  on  aggregate  production,  but  a 
further  shift  of  10  to  15  million  acres  out 
of  the  nonroughage  crops  might  provide  a 
significant  adjustment  in  total  agricultural 
output.  To  try  to  bring  about  an  adjust¬ 
ment  by  taking  out  15  to  20  million  acres 
when  a  soil  bank  requires  30  to  50  million  is 
like  pushing  a  modern  automobile  to  get  it 


started  at  15  or  20  miles  an  hour  when  it 
takes  30  to  do  the  job.” 

*  *  *  *  * 

In  its  January  1956  statement,  “Economic 
Policy  for  American  Agriculture,”  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Economic  Development  stated: 
“The  most  effective  means  of  assisting  in 
production  adjustments  would  be  a  program 
for  renting  or  purchasing  land  to  be  with¬ 
held  from  cultivation.  Such  a  program 
would  have  a  number  of  advantages.  It 
could  get  land  removed  from  production  en¬ 
tirely,  except  possibly  from  grazing  or  tim¬ 
ber,  and  to'  that  extent  would  help  solve  the 
surplus  problem  rather  than  push  it  aroUnd 
from  one  commodity  to  another.  It  would 
supplement  farmers’  incomes.  Present  pro¬ 
grams  benefit  farmers  only  if  they  stay  on 
the  farm  and  produce.  A  land  rental  or 
purchase  program,  applied  to  whole  farms, 
would.xm  the  contrary,  encourage  and  assist 
the  farmers  who  want  to  shift  to  other  oc¬ 
cupations.” 

*  *  *  * 

Mr.  Lauren  Soth  of  the  Des  Moines  Regis¬ 
ter  and  Tribune  presented  a  paper  to  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee,  85th  Congress, 
1st  Session.  Page  633  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  print  contains  the  following  state¬ 
ment:  “The  most  recent  application  of  the 
direct-payment  method  of  supporting  farm 
income  is  in  the  soil-bank  program.  The 
only  action  necessary  to  make  this  a  real 
farm-income  support  program  would  be 
to  increase  the  rate  of  payments.  If  Con¬ 
gress  were  to  step  up  the  soil-bank  pay¬ 
ments,  it  would  be  feasible  to  lower  price 
supports  still  further  without  lowering  the 
incomes  of  farm  people. 

*  *  »  *  * 

“If  general  income-support  payments  were 
to  be  made,  it  would  be  more  sensible  to  re¬ 
late  such  payments  to  conservation  of  the 
Nation’s  soil  resources.  The  general  tax- 
paying  public  would  then  be  paying  indi¬ 
vidual  landowners  for  performing  a  task  in 
the  public  interest — keeping  land  out  of  use 
when  it  is  not  needed  and  preserving  it  for 
future  generations.  In  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  part  of  the  present  soil-bank  pro¬ 
gram,  farmers  are  paid  relatively  small 
amounts  of  money  for  putting  land,  in  per¬ 
manent  pasture,  trees,  or  other  long-range 
uses  to  conserve  soil  and  water.  This  is  the 
part  of  the  program  which  could  be  readily 
expanded.” 

Statement  of  Senator  Cooper 

Everyone  acquainted  with  agriculture 
knows  that  our  farm  surpluses  are  getting 
larger  each  year,  despite  efforts  to  increase 
consumption  at  home  and  to  increase  sales 
to  foreign  countries.  Many  experts  who 
have  studied  the  situation  have  concluded 
that  the  present  productive  capacity  of  our 
farms  is  about  5  to  10  percent  greater  than 
our  ability  to  consume  and  export. 

The  only  program  now  available  that 
has  any  reasonable  possibility  of  bringing 
about  the  needed  adjustment  in  farm  pro¬ 
duction  is  the  conservation  reserve.  At  this 
time  the  program  has  taken  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  some  23  million  acres/of  cropland. 
The  authorization  in  the  pending  bill  would 
take  out  of  production  an  additional  8  mil¬ 
lion  acres.  With  continuation  and  expan¬ 
sion,  the  conservation  reserve  can  be  made 
into  a  real  adjustment  program  that  will 
get  results  toward  a  true  solution  of  our 
surplus  problem. 

A  reduction  of  this  program  will  not  save 
money.  In  fact  it  would  leave  the  Public 
Treasury  open  to  even  greater  cost  in  pur¬ 
chasing  surpluses  than  would  be  incurred 
by  an  expanded  conservation  reserve,  which 
will  take  cropland  out  of  production. 

I  have  looked  into  the  matter  of  cost  and 
find  that  to  support  the  prices  of  the  crops 
that  would  be  normally  produced  on  the  23 
million  acres  now  in  the  conservation  re¬ 


serve  program  would  cost  approximately 
twice  as  much  as  the  payments  under  the 
conservation  reserve.  The  costs  for  price 
support  are  losses?  not  original  investment. 
So,  every  dollar  we  spend  for  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  reduces  price  support  program 
costs  by  $2.  That  is  a  distinct  saving — 
a  saving  of  public  funds  and  at  the  same 
time  progress  toward  stopping  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  surpluses  in  Government  ware¬ 
houses.  And  the  program  through  its  tree 
planting,  grass  and  legume  practices,  will 
save  soil  and  water  resources  for  the  future 
needs  of  our  country. 

The  program  has  aroused  the  interest  of 
farmers  all  over  the  country.  During  the 
signup  period  for  contracts  to  take  effect 
in  1959,  farmers  applied  to  place  20  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  cropland  in  the  program— 
about  7  million  acres  more  than  funds  were 
available  on  which  to  make  payments.  In 
Kentucky,  farmers  applied  to  place  almost 
twice  as  many  acres  in  the  program  as 
could  be  accepted. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  farmers’  interest 
in  the  program — its  effectiveness,  however, 
will  be  determined  by  what  we  are  will¬ 
ing  to  provide  in  appropriations.  Adjust¬ 
ment  programs  cannot  be  effective  when 
carried  out  on  a  timid  basis — timid  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  tried  before  and  always 
fail.  I  would  say  to  the  Congress — provide 
enough  authorization  to  permit  a  bold,  ex¬ 
panded  conservation  reserve  program  to  be 
carried  out. 

In  recent  weeks  public  statements  have 
been  made  and  stories  have  appeared  in  the 
press  indicating  that  the  land  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  is  generally  of  poor  quality  and 
that  annual  payments  are  too  high.  I  do 
not  believe  these  statements  apply,  at  least 
in  Kentucky.  The  Kentucky  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Committee, 
the  committee  responsible  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  program  in  my  State,  com¬ 
posed  of  successful  and  reputable  farmers, 
reports  that  the  land  in  the  conservation 
reserve  is  equal  in  quality  to  the  average 
quality  of  cropland  for  the  State.  The  qual¬ 
ity  of  land  is  good,  and  in  addition,  Kentueky 
farmers  have  put  over  7,000  wheat  allotment 
acres,  226  cotton  allotment  acres,  and  2,500 
acres  of  tobacco  allotment  tn  the  program. 
Nearly  all  the  farms  in  Kentucky  on  which 
all  the  cropland  has  been  placed  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  had  an  allotment  on  one  or  more  of  the 
basic  crops.  So,  on  those  farms  there  is  no 
chance  of  shifting  the  acreage  to  other 
crops — all  of  it  is  out  of  production. 

Another  aspect  of  the  program  is  produc¬ 
ing  dividends  now  and  will  for  many  years  to 
come.  All  of  the  land  in  the  program  is 
required  to  be  devoted  to  grass,  trees,  or 
cover  beneficial  to  wildlife.  The  grass  cover 
prevents  wind  and  water  erosion,  and  benfits 
everyone.  Trees  for  timber  will  be  needed  in 
the  future;  this  program  is  helping  establish 
forests  on  large  acreages. 

The  conservation  aspects  of  this  program 
must  not  be  overlooked.  It  has  the  whole¬ 
hearted  support  of  a  number  of  conservation 
and  wildlife  organizations.  Every  conserva¬ 
tion-minded  member  of  this  body  should 
support  this  program. 

I  urge  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
Committees  on  Agriculture  of  the  Senate  and 
House,  to  make  a  study  of  the  Conservation 
Reserve  program  in  all  its  aspects — its  in¬ 
fluence  on  total  production  by  taking  crop¬ 
land  out  of  production,  its  conservation 
benefits,  its  cost,  which  I  predict  will  be  less 
than  that  of  price  support  programs  for  many 
crops. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President - , 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  send  an  amendment 
to  the  desk. 


1959 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment,  and  ask  to 
have  it  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed,  on  page  12,  line  15,  to  strike  out 
“$250,000,000”  and  to  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  $100,000,000.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  point  out  that,  of  course, 
the  issue  as  to  whether  or  not  we  shall 
have  a  conservation  reserve  program 
after  1960  is  primarily  within  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  standing  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  which  author¬ 
ized  this  program.  If  the  committee 
amendment  is  approved  by  the  Senate 
and  succeeds  in  negotiating  the  tortuous 
processes  of  parliamentary  hazards,  a 
total  of  31  million  acres  would  be  em¬ 
braced  within  the  conservation  reserve 
program.  The  question  as  to  whether 
that  authorization  should  be  extended  is 
certainly  worthy  of  consideration.  I 
would  not  undertake  to  pass  judgment 
on  it  here  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
ment  particularly  on  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia  with 
reference  to  the  change  made  by  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  from 
the  5-year  limitation  on  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program,  as  contained  in 
the  House  bill.  I  will  ask  the  Senator 
to  refer,  if  he  will,  to  page  599  of  the 
printed  hearings,  before  T  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion  or  two  based  on  the  relative  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  3-year,  the  5-year, 
and  the  10-year  programs. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may~say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  tables  which  deal  with 
the  various  phases  of  the  conservation 
reserve  program,  and  which  are  to  be 
found  -  beginning  on  page  593  of  the 
hearings  will,  I  think,  be  of  great  in¬ 
terest  to  all  Members  of  the  Senate;  and 
I  have  some  little  familiarity  with  them 
because  I  undertook  to  get  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  supply  the  information  con¬ 
tained  in  these  tables. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  compliment  the 
Senator  for  having  made  the  request. 
I  remember  he  did  so.  I  think  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  those  tables  shows  with  ex¬ 
treme  clarity  just  why  it  is  important 
that  provision  be  made  for  the  10-year 
program. 

If  the  Senator  will  note,  practically 
all  the  Southeastern  States  have  had  to 
go  almost  entirely  to  the  10-year  pro¬ 
gram,  which  is  a  program  of  tree  plant¬ 
ing  and  reforestation,  and  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  the  finest  program  available, 
at  least  in  my  part  of  the  country. 

Is  it  not  true,  as  to  Florida,  the  table 
on  page  599  shows  that  only  1,125  acres 
are  under  a  3-year  contract,  26,880  un¬ 
der  the  5-year  program,  and  138,617  un¬ 
der  the  10-year  program — the  tree¬ 
planting,  reforestation  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  the  case  of  the 
State  of  Georgia,  the  great  State  repre¬ 
sented,  in  part,  by  the  distinguished 


chairman  of  our  subcommittee,  I  note 
almost  identical  ratios  appear.  Georgia 
has  made  greater  use  of  the  program 
than  has  the  State  of  Florida,  for  nat¬ 
ural  reasons  having  to  do  with  soil  con¬ 
ditions.  .  For  instance,  I  notice  that  a 
little  less  than  5,000  acres  in  the  State 
of  Georgia  have  been  under  the  3-year 
contracts,  as  compared  with  142,000-plus 
acres  under  the  5 -year  contracts,  and 
613,000-plus  acres  under  the  10-year 
contracts.  That  is  correct,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  what  the  table 
indicates.  This  is  not  altogether  a  sec¬ 
tional  matter,  of  course.  If  the  Senator 
will  look  at  the  figures,  he  will  observe 
that  for  the  State  of  Colorado  the  10- 
year  program  is  of  tremendous  impor¬ 
tance.  It  is  a  very  popular  program  in 
the  West,  as  well  as  in.  the  Southeastern 
States.  In  the  State  of  Kansas,  530,604 
acres,  are  under  the  10-year  contracts, 
which  is  almost  the  same  amount  as 
stated  for  Georgia,  and  several  times 
the  acreage  under  the  10-year  contracts 
in  the  State  of  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct.  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  agree  with  me  on 
the  point  I  was  trying  to  make,  which 
is  that  if  the  10-year  contracts  were  not 
provided  for,  and  the  5-year  contracts 
covered  the  maximum  period  allowed,  as 
would  have  been  provided  under  the 
House  bill,  the  reforestation  program 
would  have  been  entirely  eliminated. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  would  have  elim¬ 
inated  what  I  regard  as  being  one  of 
the  most  important  phases  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  future  generations,  which  is 
the  reforestation  program,  as  stated  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida.  It  would  not 
be  worth  any,  person’s  while  to  plant 
trees  under  a  5-year  program,  because 
nowhere  in  this  land,  even  in  northern 
Florida  or  southern  Georgia,  where  trees 
grow  faster  than  anywhere  else  in  the 
world,  would  a  tree  be  large  enough  to 
use  commercially  in  5  years.  ✓ 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Of  course  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  is  exactly  correct. 
The  action  of  the  committee,  as  I  recall, 
was  unanimous  in  turning  from  the  5- 
year  limitation,  which  was  contained  in 
the  House  bill,  to  the  10-year  limita¬ 
tion,  which  has  been  shown  so  clearly 
to  be  the  only  one  under  which  refor¬ 
estation  can  be  successfully  accom¬ 
plished.  I  think  that  was  a  splendid 
decision,  and  was  in  the  interest  of 
the  long-range  welfare  of  the  Nation, 
as  well  as  in  the  interest  of  many,  many 
owners  of  property  which  is  not  desir¬ 
able  for  anything  else  except  reforesta¬ 
tion.  Does  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  has 
stated  what  appeared  to  me  to  be  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  both  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  full  committee,  when  they 
considered  the  proposal. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  no  further  com¬ 
ment  to  make  on  the  bill  unless  some 
Member  of  the  Senate  wishes  to  inquire 
as  to  some  specific  item. 

I  regret  that  it  was  impossible  to  ac¬ 
cept  all  the  amendments  urged  by  Mem¬ 


bers  of  the  Senate  providing  for  various 
activities,  particularly  those  in  the 
field  of  research,  but  we  have  carried 
the  research  appropriations  forward 
very  rapidly  in  recent  years. 

There  were  a  number  of  requests  for 
amendments  which  would  have  created 
soil  and  water  research  facilities  in  var¬ 
ious  sections  of  the  country.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  previously  had  those  amend¬ 
ments  before  it  and  has  undertaken 
to  deal  with  them  for  several  years. 
Last  year  we  requested  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  conduct  a  survey  and 
to  advise  the  committee  with  respect  to 
the  needs  in  this  field,  and  to  establish 
an  order  of  priorities  for  the  important 
work  of  soil  and  water  research.  The 
Department  submitted  a  very  lengthy 
study  and  findings. 

At  one  time,  considering  the  large 
number  of  requests  we  received  for 
copies,  this  report  threatened  to  get  on 
the  list  of  best  sellers,  at  least  among 
the  technical  publications.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  indicated  that  interest  had  been 
expressed  in  some  $20  million  worth  of 
facilities,  which  would  require  an  an¬ 
nual  maintenance  cost  of  about  $26  mil¬ 
lion.  Of  course,  we  could  not  approve 
a  program  of  any  such  magnitude  as 
that  for  one  type  of  research,  so  we 
approved  a  program  to  which  the  De¬ 
partment  gave  priority,  which,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  embraced  an  expenditure  of  about 
$2,016,000. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  and  Mr.  YOUNG  of 
North  Dakota  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  ,  and 
then  I  shall  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  First,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  able  Senator  from  Georgia  some 
questions  about  the  obligations  which 
the  country  is  assuming  under  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

As  I  understand  the  language  of  the 
report  on  pages  17  and  18,  it  is  indi¬ 
cated,  roughly,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  that  the  total  obligations  to  be 
carried  in  the  appropriation  bill  for 
1959-1960  shall  be  approximately  $2.7 
billion. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  that  is  a  cor¬ 
rect  rough  addition.  I  will  say,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  committee  did  not  allow 
the  full  amount  requested. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Department  ap¬ 
propriations  for  1958-1959  were  $3,097 
million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  reduced  those  re¬ 
quests  only  $100  million. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  The 
budget  estimates  for  1959-60  were  $2,- 
803,521,913,  and  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Senate  Committee  was 
$2,703,521,913. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS,  As  I  understand  the 
situation,  approximately  $1,435  million 
is  to  cover  obligations  which  were  really 
incurred  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958;  that  is,  for  the  fiscal  year  1957- 
1958.  We  are  now  bailing  out  the  CCC 
under  the  stabilization  program  for  the 
fiscal  year  1357-1958. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  fiscal  1958,  I  be¬ 
lieve  for  restoration  of  capital  impair¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  it  is  1957- 
1958. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  it  is  not  an  esti¬ 
mate.  It  is  the  cost  for  1958. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  ask  the  mean¬ 
ing,  then,  of  lines  6  to  9  on  page  27  of  the 
bill; 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  determined 
by  the  appraisal  of  June  30,  1958,  pursuant 
to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as 
amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-l),  $1,435,424,413. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  not  read  the 
law  recently  but  I  can  state  my  recollec¬ 
tion.  Under  the  law  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  must  make  an  ap¬ 
praisal  and  an  estimate  of  its  losses  by  a 
certain  date.  The  figure  in  the  bill  was 
submitted  pursuant  to  that  provision  of 
the  statute. 

Mi*.  DOUGLAS.  I  notice  the  use  of 
the  date  June  30, 1958,  which  would  seem 
to  imply  the  appraisal  deals  with  losses 
for  the  fiscal  year  1957-1958,  and  that 
the  losses  for  1958-1959  would  only  be 
covered  if  the  date  of  appraisal  were 
June  30,  1959. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958.  The  figure  of  $1,435  million  plus 
was  agreed  upon  in  order  to  restore  the 
capital  impairment  of  the  corporation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  My  query  is,  Is  that 
for  1957-58  or  for  1958-59? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  it  is  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Fiscal  year  1958? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  it  would  not  cover 
losses  for  fiscal  year  1959,  the  current 
year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No,  it  would  not. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  there  any  estimate 
as  to  what  the  current  losses  will  be? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  sorry,  but  I  am 
afraid  I  cannot  furnish  those  figures  to 
the  Senator.  I  should  be  glad  to  under¬ 
take  to  obtain  them. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  have  heard  esti¬ 
mates  that  they  will  amount  to  at  least 
$2,700  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  may  have  been  derelict,  but  he 
did  not  inquire  of  the  department.  We 
have  had  this  question  before  us  from 
year  to  year;  but  I  must  confess  that  the 
sums  involved  have  a  rather  numbing 
effect  on  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  understand.  They 
have  a  numbing  effect  on  the  taxpayers 
as  well. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  a  modest  way,  I 
am  counted  among  that  number.  The 
department  submits  the  figures  it  arrives 
at  under  the  procedure  set  forth  in  the 
law  creating  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  With  respect  to  the 
losses  in  the  fiscal  year  1958-59,  we 
shall  have  to  appropriate  in  1960-61. 

Mr  RUSSELL.  We  will  appropriate  in 
the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1961,  which 
the  Congress  is  supposed  to  enact  before 
the  1st  of  July  1960,  a  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  1959,  to  restore  impairment  of  the 
capital. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  we  are  always 
from  1  to  2  years  behind. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  are  always  at 
least  T  year  behind  on  this,  but  the  item 


for  reimbursement  of  the  special  ac¬ 
tivities  has  been  handled  in  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations,  I  recall  that  dis¬ 
tinctly. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  With  respect  to  the 
items  shown  on  page  29,  losses  under 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement  and 
sale  of  surplus  commodities  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480,  and  so  forth,  I  take  it  that 
those  are  losses  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958-59. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  those  sums 
relate  to  the  year  1959. 

Mi*.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 
But  they  were  not  anticipated  in  the 
appropriation  bill  for  1958-59,  and 
have  to  be  picked  up  after  they  occur, 
in  the  appropriation  bill  for  1959-60. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  These  are  estimated 
costs,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  But  they  are 
estimates  for  the  funds  which  must  be 
reimbursed  for  costs  incurred  in  the 
fiscal  year  1959. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Under  these  latter 
items,  we  appropriate  for  losses  suffered 
in  1958-59. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  losses  dealt  with 
in  this  item,  under  the  heading  “Reim¬ 
bursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  for  costs  of  special  activities,”  are 
those  which  the  Department  estimates 
will  occur  in  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

This  raises  the  obivous  question,  How 
are  we  ever  to  get  rid  of  or  reduce  such 
expenditures?  What  we  are  now  doing, 
in  effect,  is  to  give,  by  prior  legislation, 
an  open  certificate  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  spend  an  indetermi¬ 
nate  sum  of  money.  Then,  after  the 
Secretary  has  made  his  decision,  a  year 
or  2  years  later  the  appropriation  bill 
comes  along  and  we  then  pick  up  the  tab* 

The  point  I  should  like  to  raise  is  this : 
Is  there  any  way  of  imposing  limits 
which  will  operate  in  the  future?  Very 
frankly,  I  believe  the  country  feels  like 
a  man  running  down  a  steep  hill  drag¬ 
ging  a  sled  behind  him.  The  sled  is 
gaining  on  him,  and  any  moment  it  is 
likely  to  hit  him.  He  started  out  think¬ 
ing  he  was  pulling  the  sled,  but  shortly 
he  will  be  tumbled  into  a  snowdrift  by 
the  sled. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  afraid  I  do  not 
have  a  specific  one  to  suggest  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  Senator  knows  that  these  losses 
occm*  under  ojher  legislation  which  has 
been  enacted  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States.  The  losses  are  not  all 
due  to  one  law.  The  items  we  are  dis¬ 
cussing  now  relate  to  reimbursement  for 
the  costs  of  special  authorized  activities. 
The  $63,875,000  is  to  make  good  the 
losses  incurred  under  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement.  If  I  recall  correctly, 
that  was  a  treaty  which  was  ratified  by 
the  Senate  after  it  had  been  negotiated 
by  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Another  item  is  $104,508,000  for  com¬ 
modities  disposed  of  for  emergency 
famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  authorization  is  found  in  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480,  which  was  the  original  legis¬ 
lation  dealing  with  the  handling  of  sur¬ 


plus  commodities.  It  has  been  extended 
by  the  Congress  from  time  to  time. 

Under  the  same  law,  the  largest  item 
is  $968,016,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  which  is  authorized  in  title  1  of 
the  legislation  referred  to.  We  now  have 
quite  a  large  amount  of  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  in  almost  every  country  in  the  world. 
We  have  found  no  satisfactory  way  to 
handle  these  foreign  currencies.  A  num¬ 
ber  of  suggestions  have  been  made.  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  suggested  that  we  use  them 
in  the  foreign  aid  program.  I  heartily 
approve  of  that  suggestion,  rather  than 
continuing  to  appropriate  large  sums 
of  American  dollars. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  $1,435  million  is  for 
'''  commodity  stabilization  within  our  own 
country. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  the  question  I 
should  like  to  propound  to  my  good 
friend  from  Georgia - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  sum  of  $1,435 
million  for  commodity  stabilization  with¬ 
in  our  own  country  includes  a  number  of 
items,  such  as  milk  which  is  distributed 
to  the  school  children,  large  quantities 
of  food  contributed  to  the  school  lunch 
program,  and  large  amounts  of  food  dis¬ 
tributed  to  relieve  distress  and  to  provide 
for  the  more  unfortunate  within  our 
own  country  which  amount  to  $383  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  total  amount  in  this  item. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  school  lunch 
program,  aside  from  the  milk  program, 
has  a  separate  appropriation,  on  pages 
16  and  17,  of  $43,657,248. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  ti*ue,  but  there 
is  also  a  great  deal  of  food  furnished.  I 
think  last  year  it  amounted  to  almost 
$75  million  worth. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  the  inquiry  I 
should  like  to  make:  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  under  the  laws  enacted  by 
Congress,  can  commit  us  to  enormous  ex¬ 
penditures,  the  full  extent  of  which  we 
do  not  know  at  the  time,  and  the 
amounts  of  which  become  revealed  only 
a  year  or  2  years  later.  This  has  been 
referred  to  as  “back-door  financing.”  I 
would  call  it  “barn-door  financing.” 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should 
come  forward  with  a  better  program 
than  the  one  he  now  has.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  examine  the  figures,  he  will  find 
that  the  total  farm  income  for  this  year 
is  estimated,  at  current  rates,  to  be  only 
$12.7  billion.  *  This  includes  the  cash 
value  of  farm  products  consumed  in 
farm  households,  the  gross  rental  value 
of  farm  dwellings,  and  Government  pay¬ 
ments  to  farmers. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  What  was  the  figure 
the  Senator  gave? 

Ml*.  DOUGLAS.  $12,700,000,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  been  com¬ 
pelled  to  increase  the  borrowing  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  from  year  to  year,  until  it  has 
reached  the  level  of  $14.5  billion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
income  of  all  farmers. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  understand.  We 
have  had  to  increase  this  authority  of 
the  Corporation  to  a  figure  which  is 
greater  than  the  average  annual  income 
of  all  the  farmers  of  the  country;  and 
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we  are  told  it  will  have  to  be  increased 
again  next  year. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Almost  a  third  of  the 
cash  income  of  the  farmer  seems  to  come 
either  directly  or  indirectly  from  the 
Government. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No.  I  do  not  accept 
that  statement  at  all.  The  Senator  has 
fallen  into  the  common  fallacy  of  charg¬ 
ing  up  to  the  farmers  food  which  en¬ 
ters  into  the  school  lunch  program,  food 
which  is  contributed  to  people  in  dis¬ 
tress,  food  which  goes  to  hospitals  and 
eleemosynary  institutions,  food  which  is 
exported  to  the  peoples  of  Europe,  from 
which  we  get  these  foreign  currencies, 
money  paid  out  under  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement,  and  all  the  uses  to 
which  food  surpluses  are  put.  The 
farmer  does  not  receive  the  benefit  of 
all  of  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  put  it  this 
way:  The  Government  is  spending  on  its 
farm  program  a  sum  equal  to  approxi¬ 
mately  one-third  of  the  total  income 
received  by  farmers,  including  the  value 
of  food  grown  on  the  farm  and  the 
value  of  farm  dwellings  occupied  by 
farmers.  It  would  be  interesting  to  com¬ 
pute  the  cash  payments  by  the  Govern- 
|  ment  to  the  farmers  with  their  total 
cash  income.  It  is  my  belief  that  this 
cannot  be  far  from  30  percent.  The 
expenditures  of  the  Government  for 
agriculture,  charged  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  are  equal  to  almost  one- 
third  of  the  total  income  from  all  sources 
of  all  the  farmers  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Those  expenditures 
are  charged  to  agriculture,  but  some  of 
them  are  very  unfairly  charged  to  agri¬ 
culture.  Of  course  the  Senator  has 
overlooked  the  fact,  for  example,  that 
a  billion  dollars  a  year  is  charged  for 
the  storage,  handling,  interest,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  the  commodity 
loans,  and  the  handling  of  commodities 
acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  question  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  would  like  to  ask  is 
whether  there  is  any  way  whereby  we 
can  diminish  this  flow  at  the  spigot.  Are 
k  we  condemned  to  have  this  situation  re- 
F  main  with  us  year  after  year  and  to  be 
powerless  to  control  the  total  amount 
which  is  spent?  Is  it  not  possible  to  find 
some  way  whereby  we  can  reduce  the 
amount?  Frankly,  I  am  baffled.  Either 
by  accident  or  design  legislation  has  been 
adopted  and  rulings  made  in  such  a  way 
that  we  are  almost  powerless  to  protect 
ourselves  in  any  current  year.  I  won¬ 
dered  why  we  could  not  impose  a  ceiling 
on  the  total  amount  which  would  be 
spent  for  all  the  commodity  stabilization 
programs.  But  plantings  for  1959  have 
already  been  made.  If  there  are  surplus 
crops  which  cannot  be  purchased  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  they  will 
be  thrown  on  the  market,  and  the  price 
will  break  by  even  a  greater  proportion 
than  before.  So  while  I  considered  this 
possibility,  I  have  had  to  discard  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  With 
respect  to  wheat,  the  Government  could 


eliminate  all  the  costs  if  we  were  to  adopt 
the  domestic  parity  plan. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  posed  a  question.  In  com¬ 
mon  with  all  my  colleagues  from  agricul¬ 
tural  States,  I  have  a  farm  plan.  It  goes 
to  the  basic  legislation.  However,  we 
cannot  attach  it  to  the  pending  bill,  and 
it  would  take  too  long  a  time  to  explain 
it. 

I  doubt  that  many  of  my  colleagues 
would  agree  with  me  on  it,  because  nearly 
every  one  of  them  has  a  farm  program  of 
his  own.  So  far  as  dealing  with  it  in 
connection  with  the  pending  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  do  not  believe  it  would  be 
feasible  to  do  that.  The  only  function 
our  committee  had  was  to  undertake  to 
pass  on  the  estimates  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  submitted.  The  law 
says  that  Congress  shall  appropriate  the 
funds  for  the  Department. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  that  mean  that 
we  have  lost  control  over  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  doubt  that  the 
agricultural  program,  so  far  as  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  concerned, 
is  completely  out  of  hand,  and  has  been 
for  years. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  certainly  feel  very 
regretful  that  this  should  be  so. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  share  the  Senator’s 
concern  and  the  sense  of  frustration  he 
feels.  I  have  given  this  matter  a  great 
deal  of  thought,  but  I  believe  that  in 
connection  with  this  bill  we  cannot  deal 
with  that  matter  now. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wonder  if  I  could 
make  a  suggestion. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  be  glad  to 
have  the  Senator’s  suggestion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Would  it  be  possible 
to  provide  that  no  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
shall  be  paid  unless  for  the  year  1961- 
1962  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  puts 
into  effect  certain  restrictions  upon 
output? 

I  am  very  frankly  concerned  with  the 
situation  so  far  as- corn  and  feed  grains 
are  concerned.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  said  that  he  will  support  corn 
at  $1.12  and  has  told  farmers  to  plant 
just  as  much  as  they  wish;  that  the  sky 
is  the  limit.  Substantially  the  same  pro¬ 
visions  have  been  put  into  effect  for  the 
competing  feed  grains.  I  have  checked 
with  the  men  who  sell  seed  in  Illinois, 
and  I  find  that  more  corn  is  being  planted 
than  ever  -before.  If  satisfactory 
weather  prevails,  we  will  have  an  enor¬ 
mous  crop  of  corn.  As  a  result,  the 
deficit  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  will  increase  for  1959-60.  Is 
there  any  way  whereby  we  can  at  least 
protect  ourselves  in  the  future,  if  we 
have  lost  control  over  the  present? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
way  it  can  be  done  in  connection  with 
the  pending  bill.  Of  course  Congress 
as  a  whole  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
do  it  next  year,  because  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  will  be  compelled  to 
come  to  Congress  and  ask  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  its  borrowing  authority  next 
year.  That  will  put  the  whole  issue  be¬ 
fore  Congress,  and  Congress  will  be  able 
to  legislate  in  any  way  it  sees  fit. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  But  next  year  is  an 
election  year. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wonder  if  it  would 
be  possible  to  add  an  amendment  some¬ 
thing  along  these  lines:  “ Provided ,  That 
no  funds  or  stocks  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  shall  be  used  for  any 
purpose  if  the  use  thereof  will  cause  the 
capital  impairment  of  the  Corporation 
in  the  fiscal  year  1960  to  rise  above 
$2,500,000,000.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  is  obliged  to  state  that  that 
would  be  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill.  Under  rule  XVI,  he  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  make  a  point  of  order  against 
it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  think  of  the  substantive  provisions 
of  such  a  restriction? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Undoubtedly  the  pa¬ 
tient  is  sick,  but  I  think  what  the  Senator 
proposes  is  a  shotgun  cure. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  saw  how  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  worked  when  the  size 
of  the  Marine  Corps  was  in  question.  He 
approved  of  a  restriction  upon  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  spending  any  money 
for  administrative  purposes  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  a  reduction  of  the  Marine  Corps 
strength  to  175,000.  That  seemed  to  be 
iron  tight.  Why  could  we  not  impose  a 
similar  restriction  on  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  providing  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  could  spend  no  money 
for  running  hiS  office  unless  for  the  year 
1960-61  he  imposed  restrictions  on  the 
amount  of  each  crop  to  be  supported! 
Can  we  not  at  least  protect  ourselves  for 
1960-61  or  1961-62? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  justly  proud  of 
being  able  to  claim  association  with  the 
courageous  organization  known  as  the 
U.S.  Marine  Corps.  However  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  which  he  refers  was  a  legislative 
provision  which  was  put  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  The  Senator  from  Georgia  was 
not  in  charge  of  the  bill.  He  did  not 
question  it  because  he  was  supporting  the 
amendment.  However,  if  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  go  back  to  the  Record, 
he  will  find  that  it  was  a  legislative  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  amendment 
which  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield]  and  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  sponsored  a  few  weeks  ago  was 
more  definite  than  that.  It  struck  out 
the  use  of  administrative  funds  if  the  re¬ 
sult  of  their  use  would  be  to  effect  a 
reduction  in  Marine  Corps  strength.  I 
thought  that  I  saw  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  give  his  approval. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  was  iron  tight. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  frankly  stated — I  believe  I  am  safe 
in  saying  this — that  it  could  not  get 
around  that  provision.  If  the  Defense 
Department  could  not  get  around  that 
provision,  let  us  fasten  the  same  kind  of 
provision  in  the  pending  bill  so  that  Ezra 
Taft  Benson  cannot  get  around  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  laws  which  af¬ 
fect  the  Marine  Corps  are  not  quite  so 
complicated  as  those  which  relate  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  For 
example,  the  law  requires  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  support 
corn  at  65  percent  of  parity.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  cannot  tell  in  the  spring  whether 
it  will  cost  $300  million  or  $2  billion, 
and  he  cannot  change  the  basic  law. 
It  would  be  necessary  to  wipe  out  the 
65-percent  provision  if  we  wished  to 
make  sure  that  the  cost  would  not  go 
beyond  $2  billion,  for  example. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida.  He  and  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are 
distinguished  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Both  of  the  Sena¬ 
tors  double — I  shall  not  say  in  brass- 
in  responsibility  for  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriations. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  trust  one  of  them 
will  be  able  to  supply  some  balm  for 
the  distress  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  feels  because  of  these  increas¬ 
ing  expenditures, 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  for  yielding.  I  wish  to  express 
my  sympathy  to  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  for  the  feeling  of  frustration 
which  he  so  clearly  entertains.  I  would 
say  that  that  is  not  limited  to  those  who 
are  not  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  or  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  which  handles 
agricultural  appropriations. 

Those  of  us  who  are  on  those  com¬ 
mittees  share  the  same  feeling  of  frus¬ 
tration.  But  I  think  the  record  should 
show  that  there  are  a  great  many  activi¬ 
ties  in  agriculture  which  are  proceeding 
normally,  soundly,  and  substantially. 
For  instance,  the  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration,  which  the  Senator  will  find  dis¬ 
cussed  on  page  14  of  the  report.  It  is 
correct,  is  it  not,  that  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration  is  now  not  asking  for  the 
appropriation  of  any  Federal  funds, 
whatever,  and  that  the  $2,125,000  in  the 
bill  is  a  limitation  of  expenditure  for 
administrative  purposes;  it  is  the  same 
as  that  included  in  the  budget  estimate, 
and  the  same  as  that  adopted  by  the 
House,  meaning  that  those  basic  financ¬ 
ing  activities  in  agriculture  which  are 
comprehended  within  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration  are  proceeding  soundly 
and  with  stability? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  farm  credit  or¬ 
ganizations  have  not  required  any  direct 
appropriations  for  a  number  of  years. 
The  administrative  funds  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Florida  refers  do  not  come 
from  the  Treasury;  they  are  not  tax¬ 
payers’  funds.  They  come  from  the 
funds  which  are  accumulated  by  the 
various  farm  credit  organizations.  That 
has  been  the  case  for  several  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  of  course  is  correct.  I  simply 
wanted  the  Record  to  show  that  no  Fed¬ 
eral  money  is  being  appropriated  for 
any  of  the  basic  financing  activities 
which  function  through  corporations 
operated  by  the  Government,  such  as 


the  Federal  intermediate  credit  system, 
and  all  the  Federal  banks  for  coopera¬ 
tives,  or  even  for  the  administration 
expense,  which  is  very  minor.  Con¬ 
gress  simply  prescribes  a  limitation;  but 
they  provide  the  money  themselves  out 
of  their  own  funds.  That  is  correct,  is 
it  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct,  with 
the  exception,  I  think  I  should  say,  that 
Ido  not  find  a  great  deal  which  is  ship¬ 
shape  except  the  farm  credit  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  comment 
on  one  or  two  other  items,  because  I 
think  there  are  some  other  things  which 
should  be  considered.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  permit  the  Record  to  show  a 
feeling  of  complete  helplessness  in  the 
field  of  price  supports  and  the  activities 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

For  instance,  in  the  financing  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  which 
Senators  will  find  covered  on  page  11 
of  the  report  that  administration  being 
the  lending  agency  of  the' Government 
which  has  to  do  with  substandard  or 
marginal  activities,  to  mention  its  prin¬ 
cipal  function,  it  is  correct  to  say,  is  it 
not,  that  in  that  field  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Budget  and  the  actions  of 
the  House  and  of  the  Senate  are  iden¬ 
tical?  - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  the  Senator  from 
Florida  is  in  error.  If  he  will  check 
the  figures  again,  he  will  find  that  the 
Department  has  been  trying  to  elim¬ 
inate  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion,  which  is  one  of  -the  more  worth¬ 
while  divisions  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  but  Congress  has  resisted 
the  Department’s  efforts. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Fanners  Home 
Administration  deals  with  the  poorer 
class  of  farmers,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  House  and  the  Senate  ex¬ 
ceed  the  amount  of  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  by  $33  million.  But  the  House 
and  the  Senate  are  together  on  that 
item,  and  there  is  no  controversy  about 
that  important  agency. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  To  refer  to  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration,  which  is 
discussed  on  page  10  of  the  report,  my 
recollection  concerning  that  item  is 
that  the  House  and  the  Senate  actions 
on  the  electrical  end  of  the  program  and 
the  telephone  end  of  the  program  are 
identical. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct;  and 
Congress  has  allowed  a  $25-million  ad¬ 
ditional  contingency  fund  in  case  the 
original  funds  provided  are  not  ade¬ 
quate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  With  reference  to 
the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpoi*ation, 
is  it  not  true  that  the  budget  estimate 
for  this  year  is  the  same  as  that  of  last 
year,  and  that  the  budget  estimate  and 
the  House  and  Senate  amounts  are  the 
same  for  that  important  activity,  which 
enables  so  many  thousands  of  farmers 
to  insure  themselves  against  tragic  losses 
due  to  weather  conditions  over  which 
they  have  no  control? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect  as  to  the  funds  involved  in  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  request  for  this  corporation. 


I  may  say  that  I  think  there  is  room  for 
considerable  discussion  as  to  whether 
thousands  of  farmers  are  covered.  This 
matter  has  never  been  permitted  to  go 
beyond  an  experimental  insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  Only  a  few  selected  counties 
have  been  permitted  to  have  the  in¬ 
surance.  In  other  words,  there  is  no 
crop  which  is  fully  insured,  so  far  as 
I  am  advised. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
ect;  but  the  total  number  of  farmers 
who  are  insured  is  in  the  thousands. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  challenge 
that  statement.  I  simply  know  that  the 
insurance  is  not  available  to  all  farmers 
with  respect  to  any  one  commodity. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Likewise,  there  is  the 
mutual  insurance  program  which  the 
Federal  Government  has  created  to  en¬ 
able  farmers  and  fruitgrowers  to  protect 
themselves  against  unexpected  damaging 
weather  conditions  because  of  the  fail¬ 
ure  of  private  enterprise  to  provide  such 
coverage.  . 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  labored  with 
this  problem  for  20  years,  to  my  certain 
knowledge. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  a  function  which 
provides  financial  savings  and  stability, 
as  shown  by  the  report.  I  could  men¬ 
tion  other  features,  such  as  the  Sugar 
Act  program,  which  appears  above  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  in 
the  report,  on  page  10.  In  that  program, 
there  is  no  increase  over  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  and  there  is  no  difference  between 
the  Senate  and  House  figures. 

There  are  many  items  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  as  to  which  there  is 
great  stability.  The  only  reason  why  I 
am  referring  to  these  items  is  that  some¬ 
times  we  who  are  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriations  suffer  from  exactly  the  same 
sort  of  frustration  which  I  think  has 
been  felt  and  stated,  and  I  think  very 
properly,  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas].  We  are  struggling  with 
all  these  activities  but  I  think  it  is  some¬ 
times  good  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  many  of  them  are  in  good,  sound 
condition. 

But  as  to  the  price  support  program,  I 
call  the  Senator’s  attention  to  the  fact 
that  there  has  been  a  grievous  difference 
of  opinion,  not  merely  in  the  committees, 
not  merely  on  the  floors  of  the  Senate 
and  House,  but  in  the  agricultural  or¬ 
ganizations  themselves  and  among  the 
farmers  themselves,  as  to  what  may  be  a 
sound,  adequate  program.  It  is  in  that 
field  alone  that  there  appear  any  greatly 
frustrating  facts  in  the  whole  diversified 
program. 

So  I  hope  those  who  are  not  confronted 
with  the  daily  task  of  wrestling  with 
these  problems  will  not  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  whole  agricultural  pic¬ 
ture  is  ope  of  confusion  and  disappoint¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  wonder  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  would  comment  on  one 
of  the  oldest  programs,  the  Extension 
Service.  Year  after  year  the  Extension 
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Service,  which  is  a  joint  undertaking  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  States, 
offers  great  value  for  the  farmers  and 
the  country. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Kentucky  is,  of  course,  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  note  that  the  amount 
recommended  to  be  appropriated  by  the 
Senate  committee  is  just  the  same  as 
that  approved  by  the  House  and  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  its  estimate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  could  be  mentioned, 
as  could -many  others.  I  was  referring 
particularly  to  the  financial  activities. 
Perhaps  I  should  have  gone  further  and 
mentioned  some  of  the  other  operating 
facilities  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  of  agriculture  in  the  Nation 
and  in  the  States,  which  are  functioning 
with  great  credit  to  themselves  and  with 
great  satisfaction  to  agriculture.  But  I 
do  not  want  to  minimize  the  position  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  because  he 
has  put  his  finger  upon  the  most  dis¬ 
tressing  and  the  most  difficult  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  entire  field  of  agriculture. 
Some  of  us  are  willing  to  throw  the 
whole  price-support  program  overboard. 
Frankly,  that  has  been  my  innate  feel¬ 
ings  for  a  long  time.  Yet  I  do  not  think 
we  have  come  to  the  stage  where  it  can 
be  done  away  with,  because  to  do  so 
would  hurt  many,  many  good  people. 

I  hold  no  brief  for  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture;  perhaps  he  has  been  unwise 
in  some  particulars,  though  I  am  not 
so  charging  at  all,  but  I  hope  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  will  realize  that  the  real 
fault  i£  in  the  laws  themselves  which 
Congress  has  passed,  and  which  do  not, 
as  I  see  it,  at  least,  afford  successful  ma¬ 
chinery  for  dealing  with  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  there  is 
much  in  the  bill  which  is  very  helpful. 
I  am  not  one  of  those  who  have  always 
agreed  with  Mr.  Benson’s  policies.  But, 
to  give  the  devil  his  due,  as  the  saying 
goes,  in  the  field  of  research  Mr.  Benson 
has  accepted  almost  every  suggestion 
which  has  been  made. 

Of  course  the  large  appropriation 
items  in  the  bill,  when  we  get  down  to 
it,  are  the  ones  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  referred,  which  makes 
good  the  losses  which  have  been  in¬ 
curred  in  the  support  programs.  The 
fact  that  those  losses  have  been  in¬ 
curred  has  generated  other  expendi¬ 
tures.  We  never  would  have  had  the 
soil  bank  and  the  $2  billion  which  has 
been  spent  on  it  if  the  support  program 
had  been  soundly  administered  and  if 
farm  income  had  been  maintained. 

I  personally  think  Mr.  Benson  is  so 
bitterly  opposed  to  any  support  pro¬ 
gram  at  all,  that  he  is  not  disturbed 
about  losses,  so  long  as  they  discredit 
the  effective  operation  of  any  support 
program;  and  I  think  the  program  has 
cost  us  a  great  deal  of  money  for  that 
very  reason.  Undoubtedly  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  situation  in  which  Con¬ 
gress  is  powerless  to  get  another  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture;  and  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  support  program,  as  it 
is  now  Written,  is  not  going  to  function, 
so  long  as  Mr.  Benson  is  its  guardian. 

So  we  are  now  confronted  with  the 
necessity,  as  I  see  it,  of  trying  to  get  on 


the  statute  books  a  law  which  will  func¬ 
tion  in  conjunction  with  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

In  my  judgment,  the  support  pro¬ 
gram  will  never  function  under  Mr. 
Benson,  because  he  does  not  believe  in 
it.  He  does  not  believe  farm  commodity 
prices  should  be  supported,  and  he  has 
just  about  convinced  a  majority  of  the 
people  of  the  Nation  that  there  cannot 
be  a  successful  support  program. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield? 

The  PlfESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Keating  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  First,  let  me  say 
that  I  was  greatly  pleased  by  the  elo¬ 
quent  tribute  which  implicitly  was  paid 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land],  and  to  some  extent  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  to 
the  administrations  of  Woodrow  Wilson 
and  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  in  regard  to 
agricultural  matters,  because  I  remem¬ 
ber  that  it  was  Woodrow  Wilson  who 
started  the  farm  credit  system  when  he 
sent  to  Europe  his  commission  which 
re  tinned  with  the  proposal  for  the  farm 
credit  land  banks;  and  it  was  also  in 
the  administration  of  Woodrow  Wilson 
that  the  Agricultural  Extension  Act — I 
refer  to  the  act  which  provided  for  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  for  county  agents — was  enacted. 

Furthermore,  it  was  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  that  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  wgs 
begun — although  it  then  had  another 
title;  nevertheless,  it  performed  the 
same  function  of  helping  the  poorer 
farmers.  Moreover,  I  believe 'it  was  at 
that  time  that  crop  insurance  was  also 
begun. 

All  those  measures  were  fought  against 
strongly  at  the  time  by  the  opposition 
party.  So  I  am  glad  to  see  that  time 
has  vindicated  those  programs. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy  to  pay  my  tribute  to  any 
President  who  promulgated  and  en¬ 
couraged  these  programs. 

I  should  also  like  to  say  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Theodore  Roosevelt  established  a 
Country  Life  Commission,  composed  of 
outstanding  men  who  served  without 
pay.  I  believe  there  were  seven  members 
of  that  commission.  They  made  many 
of  the  recommendations  which  became 
law  under  later  administrations. 

I  should  also  like  to  say  that  it  was 
during  the  administration  of  President 
Abraham  Lincoln  that  the  Homestead 
Act  and  the  Morrill  Act,  providing  for 
the  establishment  of  the  land-grant  col¬ 
leges,  were  passed  in  1862,  ?is  well  as  the 
act  creating  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Theodore  Roosevelt 
had  many  good  ideas  which  the  Repub¬ 
lican  Party  unfortunately  would  not  put 
into  effect.  So  it  remained  for  the 
Democratic  Party  to  put  them  into  effect. 

The  county-agent  system  on  a  wide 
scale  came,  of  course,  with  the  Smith- 
Hughes  Act  of  1914,  as  I  recall.  The 
author  of  that  first  measure  was  the 
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great  Senator  Hoke  Smith,  of  Georgia, 
whose  seat  the  present  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
occupies,  I  believe,  and  who  had  been 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  Cabinet 
of  Grover  Cleveland,  as  I  recall. 

So  I  am  very  -glad  our  friends  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  join  in  approval  of 
those  actions  of  past  Democratic  ad¬ 
ministrations. 

Now  I  come  to  the  present  Republican 
administration. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  discusses  the 
Republican  administration,  I  should 
like  to  say  just  a  word,  because  I  do  not 
happen  to  come  within  that  group. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  reason  why  I 
chose  the  Farm  Credit  Administration, 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  and 
the  REA  as  the  basis  for  my  remarks,  in 
the  main,  was  that  I  am  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  which  for  some  years  has 
handled  the  legislative  work  in  those 
three  fields,  and  I  happen  to  know  that 
those  three  agencies  are  operating  in  a 
stable,  sound,  and  satisfactory  way. 
After  mentioning  them,  I  then  referred 
to  other  sound  activities. 

Let  me  say  that  I  am  not  particularly 
concerned  with  who  was  the  father  or  the 
founder  of  any  of  those  particular  pro¬ 
grams.  The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  to 
the  Senator  is  that  I  hope  he  will  not  let 
his  understandable  frustration  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  price-support  program, 
which  has  operated  under  both  Demo¬ 
cratic  and  Republican  administrations — • 
but  I  think  has  never  been  sound  except 
as  a  war  measure — I  hope  he  will  not  let 
that  frustration  lead  him  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  not  serviceable  and  successful 
in  most  fields,  regardless  of  the  source 
from  which  the  particular  activities  may 
have  come.  We  who  work  daily  in  this 
field  find  it  a  most  pleasant  and  reward¬ 
ing  field  in  which  to  labor,  even  though 
I  share  the  Senator’s  frustration  when  it 
comes  to  the  one  great  failure — the  field 
of  attempted  price  supports — which  is 
the  largest  field  of  all,  in  terms  of  dol¬ 
lars  and  cents. 

Mr  DOUGLAS.  Mi-.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  going  to  address 
some  questions  to  the  Senator  regarding 
the  matter  of  surpluses,  and  I  wonder  if 
it  would  be  appropriate  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  colloquy  be  printed  in 
the  Record  prior  to  the  colloquy  which 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  had  with 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
of  the  colloquy  between  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  be  printed  after  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  clause. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
correctly  understand  that  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  surplus  in  the 
form  of  loans  and  inventories  at  the  end 
of  1952  amounted  to  approximately 
$2,450  million? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  approximate¬ 
ly  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  And  that,  as  of  April 
1,  1959,  those  surpluses  amounted  to  ap¬ 
proximately  $9  billion. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is,  the  stocks  on 
hand. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  to  say  that  we  have 
increased  the  loan  authorization  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  understand  that  the 
borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  at  the  present  time 
is  $14.5  billion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  And  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  surpluses  this  year  will  increase 
very  markedly  above  the  $9  billion  figure. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  I  think  there  is 
no  question  that  there  will  be  a  substan¬ 
tial  increase  in  the  surplus  of  some  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  may  reach  $10  bil¬ 
lion,  $11  billion,  $12  billion,  or  $13  bil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  would  not  undertake 
to  make  a  guess.  It  is  too  early  to  tell; 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  with  regard  to  a  possible 
means  of  reducing  these  charges  in  the 
future.  I  have  been  working  on  a  rough 
draft  of  language,  and  I  should  like  the 
offhand  opinion  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  as  to  what  my 
proposed  amendment  might  accomplish. 
It  is  addressed  to  page  29,  after  fine  5. 
It  would  constitute  a  further  limitation. 

Provided,  further.  That  no  funds  shall  be 
paid  for  any  purpose  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  any  crop  planted 
after  January  1,  1960,  with  respect  to  which 
the  Secretary  has  failed  to  provide  for  pro¬ 
duction  controls  or  acreage  limitations,  or 
restrictions  as  provided  in  section  401(c) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

One  of  the  basic  reasons  why  the  sur¬ 
pluses  have  increased  and  have  mounted 
to  such  extremes  is  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson,  has  failed 
to  carry  out  section  401(c)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  which  provides  that 
the  Secretary  has  the  power  to  demand 
compliance  by  the  producer  with  certain 
restrictions  which  the  Secretary  may 
apply,  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  receive 
price  support  from  the  price  support 
loan  fund. 


but  if  we  have  a  good  crop  year,  the 
figure  may  even  reach  the  larger  sum 
mentioned  by  the  Senator.  We  have 
had  unusually  good  crop  years,  'and  I 
would  not  be  surprised  if  the  figure 
mentioned  by  the  Senator  were  reached. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  permit  me  to  place  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  table  which  I 
have  prepared,  which  I  believe  to  be 
accurate,  showing  surpluses,  by  commod¬ 
ities,  comparing  the  surpluses  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1952,  with  the  surpluses  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  28,  1959? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  at  lib¬ 
erty  to  place  the  table  in  the  Record  as 
part  of  his  remarks. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  table  shows  that 
the  surplus  of  corn  has  increased  from 
368  million  bushels  to  1,571  million  bush¬ 
els.  The  surplus  of  cotton  has  increased 
from  1  million  bales  to  7.9  million  bales; 
the  surplus  of  wheat  from  467  million 
bushels  to  1,300  million  bushels;  and 
there  are  similar  surpluses,  though  in 
different  proportions  and  amounts,  for 
peanuts,  rice,  tobacco,  barley,  grain, 
sorghums,  oats,  and  soybeans. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
table  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Instead,  the  Secretary  has  put  into 
effect  low  support  prices  without  re¬ 
quiring  any  acreage  or  bushel  restric¬ 
tion  of  any  effective  kind,  for  a  long  fist 
of  commodities,  namely,  corn,  grain  sor¬ 
ghums,  oats,  rye,  barley,  soybeans, 
honey,  tung  nuts,  cottonseed,'  flaxseed, 
and  dried  edible  beans.  The  effect  of 
this  failure  to  impose  quantity  restric¬ 
tions  is  to  provide  an  open-end  program 
under  which  the  Secretary  essentially 
agrees  to  buy  everything  the  farmer 
grows,  and  later  presents  us  with  the 
bill. 

This  is  the  problem  with  which  we 
are  wrestling  in  the  Corn  Belt  already, 
as  I  have  mentioned.  The  Secretary 
fixed  the  support  price  at  $1.12  or  $1.13 
a  bushel,  but  with  absolutely  no  restric¬ 
tions  on  planting,  acreage,  or  bushels. 
He  did  this  himself.  This  is  his  pro¬ 
gram.  He  requested  it. 

The  result,  as  I  stated  earlier,  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  planting  of  corn.  If  the  weath¬ 
er  is  at  all  favorable,  we  shall  have 
an  enormous  corn  crop.  The  Secretary 
has  pledged  the  taxpayer  to  buy  all  this 
crop  at  $1.12,  with  no  limit  upon  the 
operation.  We  shall  have  a  tremendous 
surplus,  at  an  enormous  cost. 


The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to 
say  that,  perhaps,  by  reason  of  failure  to 
act  in  the  past,  we  cannot  protect  our¬ 
selves  with  respect  to  the  plantings  made 
in  the  past  few  months,  but  we  can  lock 
the  door,  so  that  next  year  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  will  have  to  establish  some 
restrictions  under  the  mandate  which 
was  given  to  him  in  the  1949  act. 

I  am  not  an  expert  on  this  subject,  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  such  an  amendment 
would  be  appropriate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  seen  reduced  to  writing  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  have 
tried  to  follow  it  as  best  I  could  from  his 
reading  of  it.  I  assume,  if  I  correctly 
understand  it,  that  if  the  committee 
amendment  is  in  order,  probably  the 
Senator’s  amendment  would  be.  I  could 
not  accept  the  amendment,  because  it 
was  not  considered  by  the  committee.  I 
think  it  would  have  a  great  impact  on 
the  entire  agricultural  situation  of  the 
country,  and  particularly  on  the  corn 
farmers.  I  believe  the  corn  farmers 
voted  on  this  question.  The  Department 
encouraged  them  to  vote  for  the  program 
which  is  in  effect. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  gave  the  corn  farmers 
“Hobson’s  choice.’’  They  were  not  per¬ 
mitted,  really,  to  vote  for  what  they 
wanted. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  true.  They 
had  a  narrow  choice  between  two 
programs. 

There  are  very  few  counties  in  my 
State  in  what  was  once  called  the  old 
commercial  corn  area.  As  I  understand 
it,  that  hasvijeen  done  away  with  now, 
and  every  farmer  who  plants  corn  any¬ 
where  in  the  United  States  is  entitled  to 
support.  I  assure  the  Senator  that  the 
fanners  of  Georgia  are  aware  of  that 
fact.  They  can  grow  a  great  deal  of 
corn.  They  have  not  done  so  heretofore 
because  most  of  them  were  not  in  the 
so-called  commercial  corn  area.  The 
Secretary  will  have  a  great  many  cus¬ 
tomers  in  that  part  of  the  United  States 
supplying  him  with  corn  which  he  has 
not  had  before. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  led  us  into  disaster 
with  respect  to  com  and  grain  feeds 
planted  in  1959. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  we  have  a  good 
crop  year  there  will  be  nowhere  to  store 
com. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Can  we  not  protect 
ourselves  for  1960  by  placing  a  proviso 
in  the  bill  to  the  effect  that  no  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  funds  may  be 
used  for  any  crop  planted  after  January 
1,  1960,  with  respect  to  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  has  not  provided  for 
production  controls  or  acreage  limita¬ 
tions,  as  provided  in  section  401(c)  of 
the  1949  act? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  merits  our  most  careful  and  sym¬ 
pathetic  consideration.  I  should  like  to 
speak  in  behalf  of  the  amendment.  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will 
submit  the  amendment  to  be  printed. 


Surpluses  by  commodities 


Commodity 

TJnit 

Dec.  31,  1952 

Feb.  28,  1959 

Times 

increased 

Bushel.. . . . . 

368, 000, 000 
1,000,000 
467,000,000 
192,  000, 000 
168, 000 
544, 000, 000 
2,  700, 000 
9,  000, 000 
1,300,000 
19, 000,  000 
\  8,000,000 

1,  571, 000, 000 

7,  900, 000 

1, 300, 000,  000 
256, 000, 000 
12, 600, 000 
936, 000, 000 
44, 400, 000 
158,  900, 000 
302, 000, 000 
104, 000, 000 
134, 000,  000 

4.2 
7.9 

2.7 

1.3 
75 

1.7 
16.4 

17.6 
234.  5 

5.4 

16.7 

Bale.  _ _ _ 

Bushel . . . 

Pound..  _ _ 

Hundredweight _ 

Pound _ _ _ 

_ do _ 

Bushel.. . . . - 

Hundredweight _ 

Bushel _ 

_ do _ 

1959 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  see 
it,  so  that  we  may  understand  what  it 
would  do. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  be  glad  to  have 
it  printed;  but  I  thought  the  hurry  sign 
was  out. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Action  will  not  be 
completed  on  the  bill  today. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  we  have  until  to¬ 
morrow,  we  will  have  the  amendment 
printed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  would  not  be  too 
difficult  to  have  someone  make  copies  of 
it.  I  doubt  if  action  on  the  bill  will  be 
completed  today.  Even  if  it  is,  if  the 
amendment  could  be  written  and  that 
would  be  of  some  help. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  see  that  it  is 
written. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  may 
recall  that, in  1956  an  amendment  was 
offered  in  the  Senate,  with  administra¬ 
tion  support,  to  pay  $1.25  a  bushel  for 
corn,  with  unlimited  production,  in  the 
commercial  corn  area.  The  Senator 
may  also  recall  that  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  spoke  against  that  amend¬ 
ment.  I  voted  against  it  in  committee. 
I  did  so  because,  I  said,  to  adopt  that 
amendment,  would  mean  the  opening 
of  a  Pandora’s  box  of  trouble.  I  pre¬ 
dicated  that  the  government  would  own 
hundreds  of  millions  of  bushels  of  corn. 
That,  Mr.  President,  wrecked  the  corn 
program  that  year.  , 

I  should  like  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
Illinois  that  last  year  the  choice  the 
farmer  had  was  the  choice  between  vot¬ 
ing  on  acreage  allotments'  of  35  million 
acres  of  the  estimated  72  million  acres 
which  were  being  planted,  or  taking  the 
other  formula,  which  was  just  slow 
death,  65  percent  of  parity  and  unlimted 
acreage. 

In  the  State  of  Minnesota,  which  is 
one  of  the  leading  agricultural  States 
of  the  Nation,  we  produce  a  substantial 
amount  of  feed  grains,  a  substantial 
amount  of  soybeans,  and  a  substantial 
amount  of  corn,  both  for  feeding  pur¬ 
poses,  and  for  commercial  purposes. 
Corn  is  being  planted  at  $1.10  or  $1.11 
or  $1.12,  depending  on  £he  area-guaran¬ 
teed  price.  We  will  have  an  increase 
from  73  million  planted  acres  to  more 
than  90  million  planted  acres. 

The  department  of  Agriculture  has 
foisted  upon  the  American  people  in 
this  year,  1959,  another  potato  fiasco. 
When  I  came  to  the  Senate  in  1949,  the 
primary  agricultural  question  was  what 
to  do  about  potato  price  supports.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  war  years,  because  of  the  need 
for  potatoes  for  the  purpose  of  making 
alcohol,  there  was  a  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  in  effect  t^'encourage  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  potatoes,  and  there  was  no  con¬ 
trol  at  all  over  production. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States 
was  then  spending  about  $600  million  on 
the  potato  program,  and  that  program 
was  a  national  disgrace.  Congress  ul¬ 
timately  rejected  the  whole  thing  out 
of  hand. 

Of  course,  the  same  thing  is  happening 
to  corn.  We  will  have  so  much  corn 


produced  this  year,  1959,  that  it  will  be 
utterly  impossible  to  find  the  bins  in 
which  to  store  it.  The  only  thing  that 
can  save  us  is  an  act  of  God,  which  would 
prevent  the  crop  from  maturing  and 
being  harvested. 

Whom  does  such  a  program  help? 
The  farmer?  Certainly  not.  Cheap 
corn  means  surplus  corn.  Surplus  corn 
means  surplus  hogs.  Surplus  hogs 
mean  cheap  pork  and  cheap  lard.  That 
means  the  end  of  thousands  of  farmers. 

Some  of  us  have  literally  wept  because 
of  the  foolish  agricultural  economics. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  com¬ 
mitted  itself  to  the  policy  of  reducing 
price  supports  and  taking  off  controls. 
Both  actions  lead  to  agricultural  catas¬ 
trophe.  .  We  have  had  a  20  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  price  -  supports  since  1953, 
on  the  average.  In  the  meantime,  com¬ 
modity  holdings  have  risen  from  $2*4 
billion  to  more  than  $9  billion.  Thou¬ 
sands  of  farmers  have  been  driven  off 
the  land.  Whole  agricultural  communi¬ 
ties  have  been  destroyed.  The  hoax 
which  is  being  perpetrated  is  in  leading 
of  the  people  of  the  country  to  believe 
that  Congress  is  responsible  for  all  this. 

Mr.  President,  we  passed  three  farm 
bills,  and  all  three  were  vetoed.  We  have 
had  the  gun  pointed  at  our  temples — it 
has  been  at  my  temple,  certainly — and 
we  have  been  told  by  the  President  and 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  “Pass 
this  bill  or  you  won’t  get  any  bill.”  So 
we  passed  bills  which  the  administration 
demanded.  The  bills  were  worthless, 
and  they  have  been  administered  in  an 
even  less  worthy  manner. 

Now  that  they  are  a  complete  fiasco 
and  now  that  the  Nation  is  groaning 
under  the  load  of  the  farm  surpluses  and 
under  the  maladministration  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  as  a  whole,  it  is  said  that  it 
is  our  fault. 

Let  me  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  it 
is  not  my  fault.  It  is  not  my  fault  that 
we  provide  65  percent  of  parity  as  a 
price  support  for  corn,  with  unlimited 
production.  I  voted  against  that  miser¬ 
able  bill.  It  is  a  “lousy,”  no  good  bill. 
I  said  so  to  my  people.  It  has.  been  said 
that  a  referendum  has  been  held  on  the 
question.  How  many  people  in  the 
farm  area  voted  on  that  question?  Of 
the  total  number  who  had  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  less  than  20  percent  went  to  the 
polls.  Of  the  20  percent,  a  large  num¬ 
ber  voted  against  the  alternative. 

I  am  sorry  to  take  so  much  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  who  is  asking 
questions  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 
However,  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
that  when  we  put  a  price  support  on  a 
commodity  which  is  in  excess  supply, 
that  commodity  ought  to  have  a  produc¬ 
tion  control  imposed  on  it.  It  is  an¬ 
other  thing  to  have  a  price  support  on  a 
commodity  when  it  is  necessary  to  en¬ 
courage  production.  Then  it  is  not 
necessary  to  have  production  controls. 
Then  we  ought  to  have  controls  which 
would  increase  production.  However, 
when  we  are  dealing  with  a  price  sup¬ 
port  on  a  commodity  of  which  we  have 
millions  of  pounds  or  bushels  in  excess 
supply,  it  is  necessary  to  have  acreage 


controls,  production  controls,  market¬ 
ing  controls,  or  whatever  may  be  re¬ 
quired. 

The  fanner  will  accept  controls  if  we 
give  him  a  good  price.  However,  we 
cannot  expect  him  to  accept  60  percent 
of  parity  and  a  30  percent  reduction  in 
acreage.  He  is  not  that  foolish.  He 
has  suffered  under  Secretaries  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  under  acts  of  God,  and  from 
pestilence,  and  bad  weather.  The  farm¬ 
er  is  not  going  to  be  so  foolish  as  to 
accept  lower  price  supports  and  larger 
acreage  reductions,  which  cut  the  heart 
out  of  his  business. 

I  know  what  farm  people  think.  I 
have  visited  with  them  and  worked  with 
them.  They  have  faith  in  me,  and  I 
have  faith  in  them.  I  have  said  to  my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  and  in  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  farmer  does  not  want  a 
free  ride.  He  will  accept  controls  on 
his  production.  If  we  are  big  enough 
fools  to  offer  him  a  free  ride,  he  may 
say,  “Everybody  else  is  getting  a  free 
ride.  The  interest  rates  of  the  banks 
are  being  raised.  There  are  almost  un¬ 
limited  profits  for  corporations.  Every¬ 
body  is  on  the  gravy  train.”  So  he  may 
feel  that  he  might  as  well  get  on  the 
gravy  train  too,  even  though  it  is  slop¬ 
ping  over. 

If  Congress  will  see  to  It  that  the 
farmer  gets  a  chance  to  realize  a  fair 
price  for  what  he  produces,  he  will  limit 
his  production.  If  we  give  him  a  fair 
price,  he  will  limit  his  production. 

Mr.  Benson  is  overfeeding  the  entire 
farm  economy  to  the  point  where  it  has 
become  the  victim  of  Benson’s  gout. 
That  is  what  is  wrong  with  it.  He  is 
overfeeding  the  whole  price-support  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  whole  economy  is  getting 
Benson’s  gout.  The  only  cure  for  that 
sickness  is  a  very  drastic  change,  which 
will  take  place  not  very  long  from  now. 
I  shall  speak  on  that  point  later. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  with  great  interest  to  what  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  said.  I 
have  been  of  the  opinion  for  some  time 
that  the  principal  aim  in  life  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  to  prove 
that  price  supports  will  not  work,  even 
if  it  costs  $20  billion  to  prove  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  In  that  endeavor,  the 
Secretary  has  been  quite  effective  thus 
far.  I  only  hope  that  time  runs  out 
on  him. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  merely  wish  to 
ask  a  very  simple  question.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  does  not  pretend  to  be 
an  expert  on  farm  problems  in  any 
sense. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  resigned  my 
claim  to  that  distinction  some  time  ago. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Like  most  of  us,  I 
am  distressed  by  the  enormous  expendi¬ 
tures  which  we  are  making,  while  the 
condition  of  the  farmer  gets  worse  and 
worse  from  year  to  year. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  spoke  of 
thousands  of  people  who  are  leaving  the 
farms.  I  have  here  the  latest  issue  of 
Economic  Indicators,  which  shows  that 
in  1952  the  average  number  of  farms 
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was  5,400,000;  and  in  the  first  quarter  of 
1959,  4,600,000,  800,000  fewer  farms, 
which  means  from  4  million  to  5  million 
fewer  farm  people.  At  the  same  time, 
the  average  price  of  a  unit  of  farm 
goods,  the  prices  received  index,  on  the 
farm  has  been  decreased  by  15  percent 
or  from  an  index  number  of  288  in  1952 
to  244  as  of  April  15,  1957.  The  price  of 
goods  which  the  farmers  buy  has  in¬ 
creased  by  3  percent,  and  most  of  this, 
I  may  say,  is  in  the  field  of  living  costs, 
not  production  costs.  The  parity  index 
has  fallen  from  100  in  1952  to  82  as  of 
April  15,  1959.  So  a  composite  unit  of 
farm  products  today  can  purchase  18 
percent  less  than  it  could  purchase  in 
1952. 

A  farm  depression  exists  today,  with 
increasing  governmental  expenses  and 
increasing  surpluses.  Sometime  a 
change  must  be  made;  and  to  my  mind, 
the  quicker  the  change  is  made,  the  bet¬ 
ter. 

The  amendment  which  I  have  sug¬ 
gested  is  being  mimeographed  and  will 
be  available  in  a  few  minutes.  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  will  examine 
it.  It  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  by  imposing  a  limitation  on 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds,  to 
provide  some  form  of  production  con¬ 
trols  for  every  crop  planted  after  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1960  upon  which  a  price  sup¬ 
port  is  given.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  will  examine  the  amendment. 
If  there  are  any  errors,  I  hope  he  will 
point  them  out  to  me:  I  am  not  an  ex¬ 
pert  in  this  field  at  all;  I  simply  have  a 
desire  to  protect  the  farmers,  and  at  the 
same  time  afford  protection  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  in  general. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  very  happy 
to  look  at  the  amendment  which  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  suggesting. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  the  bill  has  now  been 
amended  so  as  to  appear  before  the 
Senate  as  a  new  or  a  clean  bill,  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  amendment  as  if  it  had  been  re¬ 
ported  without  amendment. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  a  few  questions  in  regard  to 
certain  technical  portions  of  the  bill; 
and  thereafter  I  should  like  to  make 
some  general  observations  on  the  bill, 

First,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  about  the  brucellosis  erad¬ 
ication  program.  I  understand  the  1960 
budget  estimate  for  the  brucellosis  eradi¬ 
cation  program  was  $15,538,800.  Is  that 
the  understanding  of  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  correct.  I  had  the  round 
figure  of  $15  million  in  mind  as  the 
estimate 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  gather  that  the 
committee  added  approximately  $2,500,- 
000  to  that  item,  as  a  result  of  com¬ 
mittee  action. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  went  into  that  matter.  The  De¬ 
partment  seemed  to  believe  that  $15 
million  was  adequate,  because  of  the  very 
fine  progress  which  has  been  made  with 


this  program.  But  the  committee  had 
(apprehensions  as  to  the  adequacy  of 
that  fund;  and  therefore  it  allowed 
$2,500,000  over  and  above  the  budget 
figure,  so  that  nothing  would  happen 
to  this  program,  which  has  been  making 
great  progress  throughout  the  country. 

In  a  number  of  States  the  program 
has  been  completed.  Of  course,  it  can 
never  be  completely  closed  out  until  it 
is  completed  on  a  national  basis;  and 
I  do  not  know  that  that  could  ever  be 
done.  I  am  not  that  familiar  with  the 
nature  of  the  disease. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Of  course,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  recog¬ 
nizes  that  in  the  fiscal  year  1959,  $20,- 
556,800  was  appropriated  for  the  control 
of  brucellosis. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  I  am  well  aware 
of  that.  But  that  figure  was  increased 
last  year  by  $5  million. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  say  most 
respectfully  to  tfie  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  that  I  have 
seen  no  evidence  to  justify  the  budget 
estimate  of  the  Department — namely^ 
$15,500,000  plus.  There  are  every  bit  as 
many  cattle.  The  brucellosis  control 
program  has  just  been  getting  under  full 
way;  and  it  is  one  of  the  most  valuable 
programs  we  have,  from  the  point  of  view 
of  public  health,  as  well  as  from  the 
point  of  view  of  herd  improvement. 

As  one  who  comes  from  a  State  which 
has  a  very  fine  brucellosis  control  pro¬ 
gram,  I  am  appreciative,  of  course,  of 
the  $2,500,000  increase  voted  by  the 
committee  over  and  above  the  amount  of 
the  budget  estimate.  But  I  say  most 
respectfully  that  the  $20  million  which 
was  made  available  last  year  was  not  in 
excess  of  the  needs;  in  fact,  the  needs 
were  even  greater  than  that. 

So  I  hope  this  year  we  shall  not  “put 
the  brakes”  on  this  very  effective  pro¬ 
gram,  which  only  just  now  has  begun  to 
operate  in  the  way  it  really  should  oper¬ 
ate  in  more  and  more  States.  I  wonder 
if  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
would  be  strongly  opposed,  or  opposed 
in  any  degree,  to  considering  restoring 
the  sum  of  money  for  the  brucellosis 
control  program  which  was  provided  last 
year ;  and  if  not,  I  wonder  what  evidence 
the  Department  presented  to  indicate 
that  the  needs  will  be  less  in  1960  than 
they  were  in  fiscal  1959. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  have  before 
me  the  specific  testimony,  but  inquiry 
was  made  of  the  Department.  In  the 
first  place,  we  asked  the  Department 
what  it  had  requested  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.’  Very  often,  these  requests 
are  cut  back  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Dr.  Shaw,  the  man  changed  with  the 
responsibility  for  this  program,  testified 
that  they  requested  $15  million.  He 
further  testified: 

WeU,  'I  certainly  support  the  view  that 
you  expressed.  _  We  have  got  the  program 
on  a  good  going  basis  and  we  have  an  im¬ 
petus  in  there  to  get  the  job  done.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  want  to  beep  it  that  way  and  get  it 
done.  I  believe  we  can  do  it  with  $15  million. 
We  would  do  it  somewhat  faster  if  we  had^ 
$20  mUlion.  We  can  do  it  with  $15  million^ 

He  further  testified  that  the  States 
had  increased  their  brucellosis  programs 
from  $124  million  to  $174  million. 


which  was  a  $5  million  increase.  So  that 
amount  also,  is  available. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  though  I  do  not 
have  the  detailed  figures  before  me,  that 
the  $174  million  would  authorize  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  approximately  as  much  as  was 
available  last  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  that  is 
correct.  With  the  $24  million  increase 
which  the  Senate  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended,  plus  the  amount  on  the  States’ 
side,  the  sum  total  of  both  Federal  and 
State  funds  would  be  as  much  as  it  was 
last  year.  However,  at  the  same  time, 
let  me  say,  more  States  have  entered  into 
the  picture  and  are  participating  more 
intensively  in  the  brucellosis  control 
program.  So  the  program  is  on  a  broader 
basis  than  it  was  last  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senator  is  correct  about  that,  because  a 
large  number  of  States  have  cleaned  out 
brucellosis.  Fifteen  States  now  have 
brucelosis-free  certification.  That  state¬ 
ment  applies  to  some  States  which  have 
a  tremendous  population  of  cattle. 

We  asked  the  Department  to  review 
the  question  and  keep  the  committee  ad¬ 
vised.  I  can  assure  the  Senator  that  if 
the  program  is  impaired  because  of  lack 
of  funds,  I  shall  be  glad  to  include  an 
item  for  it  in  a  supplemental  bill.  I 
believed  the  committee  had  discharged 
its  responsibility  to  a  very  important 
program  when  it  increased  the  budget 
request  by  $2  4  million. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  has  given  me  a  reas¬ 
surance  that  is  quite  significant;  namely, 
that  in  the  evaluation  of  this  program 
as  to  funds  required,  while  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  recommended  more  than  the 
estimate  of  the  budget,  if  the  funds  pro¬ 
vided  are  not  adequate  for  carrying  out 
the  program  of  brucellosis  control  in  the 
areas  where  there  are  infected  herds,  it 
is  my  understanding  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  on  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations  will  look  with  favor  upon  a 
supplemental  appropriation  at  the  ap¬ 
propriate  time.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  would.  I 
believe  that  is  the  view  of  practically  all 
members  of  the  subcommittee.  We  are 
all  interested  in  this  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  know  the  Sen- 
sifcor  is 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  At  the  time  the  sub¬ 
committee  recommended  a  $24  million 
increase,  we  had  not  heard  from  certain 
States.  We  did  not  hear  from  some 
of  the  States  that  urged  the  committee 
to  recommend  $20  million  until  after  the 
committee  had  already  allowed  the  $24 
million  increase. 

I  want  this  program  to  go  ahead.  It  is 
vital  to  the  health  of  the  people  of  the 
Nation,  and  particularly  the  most  im¬ 
portant  ones,  namely,  its  children,  who 
consume  the  major  portion  of  the  milk 
produced. 

If  there  is  an  impairment  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  because  of  the  lack  of  funds,  I  shall 
be  very*happy  to  support  a  supplemental 
appropriation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia,  whose  record  in 
support  of  these  valuable  programs  is 
beyond  criticism,  and  has  been  exem¬ 
plary,  that  the  assurance  which  he  has 
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given  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and 
the  farmers  of  the  Nation  who  are  in  the 
dairy  business  is  more  than  adequate. 

I  merely  wanted  to  raise  this  point 
because  I  am  sure  questions  will  be 
asked  as  to  why  funds  in  the  amount 
of  $20,500,000  are  not  available  for  this 
year  when  funds  in  that  amount  were 
made  available  last  year.  As  I  see  it, 
the  total  Federal  and  State  funds  for 
1960  will  result  in  a  cumulative  total  of 
approximately  the  same  amount  as  was 
made  available  last  year,  will  it  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  my  recollec¬ 
tion.  I  have  not  checked  the  figures, 
but  my  recollection  is  that  that  is  the 
reason  why  the  committee  allowed  the 
$2%  million. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  we  ought 
to  pay  our  thanks  to  the  States  for  their 
expanded  participation  in  the  program. 
This  is  one  of  the  finest  programs  we 
have. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
States  which  have  increased  their  par¬ 
ticipation.  There  is  great  disparity  in 
participation  in  the  program  as  between 
the  States.  Some  have  participated 
very  little.  Some  have  participated  to 
the  extent  of  $2  or  $3  for  every  Federal 
dollar.  The  committee  asked  the  De¬ 
partment  to  undertake  to  do  something 
to  get  State  participation  in  better 
balance. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  chairman 
of* the  subcommittee  will  indulge  me  for 
a  few  more  moments  on  another  item, 
in  reference  to  thq  Meat  Inspection  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  responsibility  of  that  Serv¬ 
ice.  The  subject  of  meat  inspection  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  4  of  the  committee  bill. 
The  amount  of  money  recommended  by 
the  full  committee  is  $21,324,900. 

In  my  testimony  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  had  asked  that  there  be  al¬ 
lowed  $21,475,000,  and  I  submitted  a 
statement  in  support  of  that  amount. 
I  believe  the  amount  requested  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  $21,475,000. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  That  is  the  figure  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  very  eloquently  urged  before  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  sum  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommended  for  appropriation 
was  $21,324,900. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  realize  we,  are 
now  dealing  with  a  very  small  reduc¬ 
tion,  but  I  wondered  what  the  justifica¬ 
tion  was  on  the  part  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  can  explain  to  the 
Senator.  The  sum  allowed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  maintain  inspection  at  the 
same  level  as  at  the  present  time,  in¬ 
cluding  the  supplemental  funds  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  budget  estimate.  There 
will  be  no  reduction  whatever  in  the 
service.  It  will  be  maintained  at  its 
present  level.  The  full  amount  requested 
by  the  Budget  Bureau  would  have  in¬ 
creased  the  inspection  service  by  add¬ 
ing  to  the  force — I  have  forgotten  the 
exact  figure — new  inspectors.  The 
committee  thought  that  if  the  inspec¬ 
tion  service  were  maintained  at  the 
» present  level  the  Department  should  be 
able  to  get  by.  The  amount  was  in¬ 
creased  in  the  supplemental  appropria¬ 


tion,  as  the  Senator  wilLrecall.  There 
is  an  overall  increase  of  $539,000  above 
the  1959  appropriation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  includes, 
does  it,  the  poultry  inspection? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  does  not  in¬ 
clude  poultry  inspection,  but  is  strictly 
for  the  red  meat  division. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  There  is  $10.5 
million  additional  for  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion.  ^ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  I  recall,  we 
separated  those  two  items.  As  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows,  from  time  to  time  I  have 
discussed  the  subject  of  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  because 
of  the  great  interest  Minnesota  has  in 
meat,  considering  the  number  of  pack¬ 
ing  houses  located  there. 

Mr.  President,  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  other  body  has  ques¬ 
tioned,  in  its  report  on  the  Department 
of  Agricultural  appropriation  bill,  the 
wisdom  of  Federal  inspection  of  fur¬ 
ther  processing  operations  of  meat  and 
poultry.  “Further  processing”  is  the 
canning  of  meat  and  poultry  and  the 
preparation  of  a  variety  of  meat  and 
poultry  products,  such  as  frozen,  pre¬ 
cooked  dishes.  \ 

The  Appropriations  Committee  of  the 
other  body  declared: 

There  appears  to  be  little  merit  or  public 
health  protection  from  providing  such 
costly  inspection  services  at  public  expense. 

It  called  the  inspection  a  luxury,  and 
hinted  that  it  was  a  double  inspection. 

I  respectfully,  but  strongly,  disagree 
with  that  report.  The  inspection  of  fur¬ 
ther  processing  operations  is  neither 
unduly  expensive  nor  is  it  a  . double  in¬ 
spection.  It  provides  now,  and  has  pro¬ 
vided  for  decades,  vital  protection  for 
consumers. 

The  inspection  of  further  processing 
operations  of  meat  has  apparently  been 
a  part  of  meat  inspection  since  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Meat  Inspection  Act 
more  than  a  half  century  ago.  The 
Meat  Inspection  Division  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  been  able  to 
develop  a  program  whereby  an  inspector 
does  not  look  into  every  pot  in  which 
some  meat  product  is  cooking,  but  he  is 
able  to  provide  effective  consumer  pro¬ 
tection. 

Poultry  inspection,  as  a  new  program, 
has  not  provided  inspection  for  further 
processing  operations  yet.  Unfortunate¬ 
ly,  the  administration,  playing  its  budg¬ 
et  games,  has  not  asked  for  appropria¬ 
tions  for  further  processing  inspection 
in  its  budget  request.  It  is  using,  as  a 
loophole,  a  provision  in  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act,  which  allows 
the  Secretary  to  make  exemptions  until 
July  1, 1960. 

As  one  of  the  sponsors  of  legislation 
which  led  to  the  Poultry  Products  In¬ 
spection  Act,  I  can  say  that  the  exemp¬ 
tion  provision  was  not  put  into  the  leg¬ 
islation  for  that  purpose.  It  was  to  pro¬ 
vide  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  ex¬ 
empt  individual  firms  or  small  groups 
of  firms  when  he  could  not  provide  in¬ 
spection  before  July  1, 1960. 

The  exemption  was  definitely  not 
aimed  at  exempting  sizable  sections  of 
the  poultry  industry,  nor  was  it  to  effect 


some  kind  of  budget-balancing  politi¬ 
cal  strategy  at  the  expense  of  and  dan¬ 
ger  to  the  consumer. 

The  current  exemption  not  only  hurts 
consumers;  it  also  harms  the  industry. 
Representatives  of  the  industry,  as  well 
as  of  consumers  and  labor,  opposed  the 
use  of  the  exemption  provision  in  this 
matter  in  testimony  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee. 

To  be  sure,  meat  and  poultry  are  in¬ 
spected  at  the  time  of  slaughter.  How¬ 
ever,  this  does  not  make  the  inspection 
at  the  time  of  further  processing  either 
an  unnecessary  or  a  double  inspection. 
The  inspection  of  further  processing  op¬ 
erations  provides  essential  consumer  pro¬ 
tection. 

Were  it  not  for  the  inspection  of  fur¬ 
ther  processing,  the  canning  and  prep¬ 
aration  of  meat  and  poultry  products 
could  easily  become  the  dumping  ground 
for  such  meat  and  poultry  as  could  not 
pass  inspection.  The  junk  of  the  indus¬ 
try  would  go  into  the  preparation  of  these 
food  products. 

Furthermore,  meat  and  poultry  are 
highly  perishable  products.  They  can 
easily  have  deteriorated  between  the  time 
of  slaughter  and  the  time  of  the  further 
processing  operations.  The  cooking  in 
further  processing  would  mask  this  de¬ 
terioration,  but  the  food  would  still  be 
undesirable  to  consumers. 

Not  only  the  meat  and  poultry,  but 
also  other  products  used  in  the  further 
processing  operations  are  highly  perish¬ 
able.  These  products  may  not  be  whole¬ 
some  or  they  may  be  in  such  a  state  as 
to  cause  the  meat  and  poultry  to  dete¬ 
riorate. 

The  inspection  at  the  time  of  further 
processing  prevents  or  minimizes  these 
dangers  to  the  consumer.  Is  this  type 
of  protection  then  too  expensive? 

It  is  true  that  the  cost  of  inspecting 
further  processing  operations  in  meat 
has  increased  and  will  continue  to  in¬ 
crease.  But  so  has  the  cost  of  everything 
in  and  out  of  Government. 

Actually,  the  inspection  of  further 
processing  accounts  for  only  a  fraction 
of  the  meat  inspection  budget.  And  wit¬ 
nesses  before  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  urged  the  approval  of  $600,- 
000  to  cover  the  inspection  of  further 
processing  operations  in  the  poultry 
industry. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  neither 
the  cost  of  inspecting  further  processing 
operations  nor  the  cost  of  meat  and 
poultry  inspection,  as  a  whole,  need 
alarm  us.  These  operations  are  protect¬ 
ing  the  health  of  our  Nation.  And  they 
are  not  unduly  costly  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  they  are  designed  to  prevent  sick¬ 
ness  and  death  among  tens  of  millions 
of  Americans. 

Of  course,  the  meat  inspection  and 
poultry  inspection  programs  must  oper¬ 
ate  as  efficiently  and  effectively  as  pos¬ 
sible.  If  there  is  any  waste  in  the  op¬ 
erations,  it  must  be  eliminated. 

But  as  I  understand  the  situation, 
neither  the  Eisenhower  administration, 
which  did  not  ask  for  funds  for  inspec¬ 
tion  of  further  poultry  processing  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1960,  nor  the  Appropriation 
Committee,  which  called  the  inspection 
of  further  processing  a  luxury,  made 
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charges  of  waste.  The  question  is 
whether  there  is  merit  and  public  health 
protection  in  providing  such  inspection. 

I  firmly  believe  there  is,  and  I  know  that 
my  colleagues  agree. 

As  further  evidence  of  the  need  for  the 
inspection  of  further  processing,  I  invite 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  a 
scientific  article,  “A  Study  of  Frozen 
Precooked  Foods,  Their  Sanitary  Quality, 
and  Microbiological  Standards  for  Con¬ 
trol.”  This  article,  which  was  published 
in  the  current  issue  of  the  Quarterly 
Bulletin  of  the  Association  of  Food  and 
Drug  Officials  of  the  United  States,  dis¬ 
cusses  bacteriological  studies  made  of 
these  foods. 

One  of  the  points  in  the  summary  and 
conclusions  of  the  article  is  that  “poultry 
products  appeared  to  be  of  poorer  sani¬ 
tary  quality  than  other  foods.” 

This  situation  can  be  remedied  if  leg¬ 
islation  enacted  by  Congress  is  imple¬ 
mented.  The  inspection  of  further  proc¬ 
essing  of  poultry  must  be  undertaken. 
And  the  inspection  of  further  process¬ 
ing,  long  a  part  of  the  meat  inspection 
program,  must  be  safeguarded. 

I  may  say  to  the  chairriian  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  that  I  have  gone  into  this 
detail  because  I  have  the  feeling  that 
the  report  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  other  body,  if  left  uncon¬ 
tested,  would  serve  to  limit  the  meat  in¬ 
spection  program.  The  purpose  of  meat 
inspection  is  consumer  protection.  I 
feel  it  is  important  that  the  Senate,  in 
its  deliberations  on  this  appropriation 
bill,  make  it  crystal  clear  that  the  proc¬ 
essed  products  of  meat  and  poultry  are 
included,  and  that  the  phrase  “further 
processing”  is  included  under  both  meat 
and  poultry  inspections. 

I  notice  the  Senate  committee  does 
not  take  the  line  which  the  other  body 
took.  I  am  merely  making  the  record 
clear,  so  that  the  report  of  the  other 
body  will  not  stand  uncontested,  be¬ 
cause  that  report  violates  the  history  of 
the  meat  inspection  service,  which  for 
years  has  made  inspections  of  all  types 
of  processed  products  produced  by  many 
of  our  packing  houses. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is,  of 
course,  aware  of  the  fact  that  under  the 
legislation  which  his  committee  success¬ 
fully  sponsored  in  the  Congress  these 
two  inspection  services  are  under  dif¬ 
ferent  agencies  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  I  am. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  language  to  which 
the  Senator  averts  I  believe  deals  with 
the  appropriations  for  the  inspection  of 
poultry. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  refer  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  House  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  any 
issue  has  been  raised  with  respect  to 
meat  inspection. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Senator  will 
wait  1  minute,  I  will  check  the  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  situation,  as  it  developed  in 
the  testimony,  was  that  the  House  was 
undertaking  to  appropriate  for  poultry 
inspection,  and  dealt  with  this  matter 
from  the  angle  of  poultry  inspection. 
It  was  stated  that  the  money  was  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  eviscerating  plants, 
to  inspect  poultry  when  killed  and  first 


processed,  and  that  the  House  committee 
was  not  concerned  as  to  whether  the  De¬ 
partment  inspected  the  same  chicken 
again  when  it  was  sold  to  be  put  into  a 
pie  or  into  some  other  food  product. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  recall  the  testi¬ 
mony,  the  Department  testified  that  it 
had  the  authority  to  ^einspect  the 
chicken,  if  it  were  considered  wise  to  re¬ 
inspect  it,  when  it  went  to  the  plant 
where  it  was  to  be  put  into  frozen  food, 
or  whatever  amalgam  of  flour  and 
chicken  the  processor  might  decide  to 
use. 

We  have  allowed  the  full  amount  of 
the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  So  far  as  I  know, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  Depart¬ 
ment  from  pursuing  the  inspection  of 
any  chicken  to  the  time  it  reaches  the 
wholesaler,  at  least. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator’s  in¬ 
terpretation  is  my  interpretation.  I  am 
most  grateful  for  the  Senator’s  com¬ 
ments. 

My  only  reason  for  including  the  words 
“meat  inspection”  in  this  whole  matter 
was  that  on  page  10  of  the  report  of  th6 
other  body  the  title  used  is  “Meat  and 
Poultry  Inspection,”  and  the  entire 
matter  is  covered  in  one  section.  The 
reference  to  the  Inspection  Service  is 
made  in  that  one  section. 

Since  I  have  been  keenly  interested  in 
this  matter  for  several  years,  all  I  have 
been  trying  to  do  is  make  the  record 
manifestly  clear  that  insofar  as  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Department  in  the  field 
of  inspections  is  concerned  it  does  not 
necessarily  stop  in  the  first  instance  with 
the  carcass,  for  example,  of  beef  or  pork, 
nor  does  it  stop  in  the  first  instance  in 
the  initial  processing  of  poultry,  but  in¬ 
stead  it  can  go  through  the  processing 
stage  itself. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator,  of 
course,  is  better  prepared  and  more 
qualified  to  construe  the  law  than  is  the 
Senator  from  Georgia.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  one 
of  the  authors  of  the  Poultry  Inspection 
Act.  I  have  undertaken  to  implement 
that  act  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations. 

I  will  say  that  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  is  one  of  those  who  thought  we 
might  have  had  these  two  inspection 
services  in  the  same  agency  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  care  not  in  which 
agency  they  are,  but  I  think  they  ought 
to  be  in  the  same  agency.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  the  work  could  be  done  for  $2  mil¬ 
lion  or  $3  million  less  overhead  if  both 
the  poultry  inspection  and  the  meat  in¬ 
spection  were  done  by  the  same  service. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  essentially  correct.  I  believe  the 
trouble  we  had  before  the  legislative 
committee  was  due  to  a  feeling  on  the 
part  of  many  of  those  interested  in  the 
poultry  business  that  they  might  not  be 
given  the  kind  of  first-class  treatment 
they  ought  to  receive  if  they  were  amal¬ 
gamated  with  the  red  meat  Inspection 
Service. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  poultry  process¬ 
ors  were  very  anxious  to  get  under  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Tljat  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  care  to  labor 
this  point  any  longer.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia,  as  is  to  be  expected,  has  been 
most  helpful  and  most  informative. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
would  have  any  objection  to  my  asking 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  our  discussion  the  study  of 
the  frozen  precooked  foods  made  by  the 
Department  of  Health  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  Bureau  of  Food  and  Drugs  and 
Bureau  of  Laboratories.  This  is  a 
descriptive  report  as  to  what  is  required 
for  the  adequate  inspection  of  processed 
products. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  distinguished 
Senator,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
thinks  the  study  will  illuminate  the  ac¬ 
tivity  of  the  Department,  I  certainly  have 
no  objection. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  would  be  very 
helpful,  I  think,  since  obviously  the  city 
of  New  York  represents  one  of  the  great 
consuming  centers  of  the  Nation.  I 
have  found  this  report  to  be  very  help¬ 
ful,  and  in  fact  it  was  studied  at  the 
time  we  discussed  the  inspection  service. 

I  thank  the  Senator  very  much,  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  study 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  study 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

A  Study  of  Frozen  Precooked  Foods:  Their 
Sanitary  Quality  and  Microbiological 
Standards  for  Control  1 
(A.  E.  Abrahamson,  Leon  Buchbinder,  John 
Guenkel,  Milton  Heller,  ^Department  of 
Health,  City  of  New  York,  Bureau  of  Food 
and  Drugs  and  Bureau  of  Laboratories) 
With  each  passing  year  since  World  War  II,  • 
we  have  witnessed  a  great,  steady  increase  in 
the  amount  of  frozen  precooked  food  sold. 
Not  only  has  the  homemaker  recognized  its 
value  as  a  convenience  but  even  the  military. 
The'  Quartermaster  Corps  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  has  carefully 
watched  the  progress  of  the  frozen  food  in¬ 
dustry  and  has  helped  it  in  its  many  prob¬ 
lems  in  technology.  It  has  established  a 
system  of  resident  inspection,  laboratory 
control,  and  quality  standards,  which  in¬ 
cludes  indices  of  sanitation.  Those  who  do 
business  with  the  military  must  meet  its 
standards.  Commenting  on  the  current 
microbiological  standards  of  quality  for 
frozen  precooked  foods,  Rayman,  and  his 
associates  write  (14),  “adequate' standards 
will,  of  course,  demand  the  absence  of  disease 
producing  organisms,  and  will  take  into  ac¬ 
count  environmental  conditions  consistent 
with  discouraging  the  growth  of  microor¬ 
ganisms  during  production,  transportation, 
and  storage  of  the  end  product.  Inasmuch 
as  precooked  frozen  foods  are  generally  sub¬ 
ject  to  less  thorough  heat  treatment  prior  to 
serving  than  that  given  during  cooking  of 
fresh  frozen  products,  it  will  be  apparent 
that  microbiological  standards  for  precooked 
types  of  food  need  to  be  somewhat  more 
stringent  and  exacting.” 

Health  officials  and  sanitarians  have 
evinced  more  than  casual  interest  in  the 
protection  of  the  vast  army  of  civilian  users 
of  frozen  precooked  food.  The  committee 


1  Presented  at  42d  annual  meeting  of  the 
Central  Atlantic  States  Association  of  Food 
and  Drug  Officials,  May  29,  1958,  at  Old  Point 
Comfort,  Va. 
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on  frozen  food  standards  of  the  International 
Association  of  Milk  and  Food  Sanitarians  re¬ 
ported  (5)  in  September  1956,  “it  is  felt  that 
since  there  is  a  potential  danger  in  this  type 
of  food,  some  steps  should  be  taken  to 
gather  together  information  to  determine 
whether  or  not  a  public  health  problem 
exists.”  This  committee’s  report  continued 
with  its  laboratory  work  on  samples  taken 
mainly  at  retail  stores  of  chicken,  turkey, 
and  beef  pot  pies,  chicken  and  turkey  din¬ 
ners,  swiss  steak,  chicken  and  noodles,  and 
also  chicken  and  dressing.  The  committee 
also  studied  the  manufacture  of  chicken  and 
turkey  pot  pies.  It  concluded  that  “it  is 
the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  this  is  a 
potentially  hazardous  situation  needing 
further  attention  and  action  by  public  health 
sanitarians.” 

Several  food  poisoning  cases  involving  pre¬ 
cooked  frozen  foods,  such  as  chicken  potpie, 
turkey  potpie,  codfish  cakes,  and  breaded 
shrimp,  have  been  reported  by  Abrahamson. 
( 1 ) .  The  examination  of  these  foods  by  bac¬ 
teriological  techniques  disclosed  the  presence 
of  the  types  of  organisms,  in  high  counts, 
which  are  associated  with  insanitary  proc¬ 
essing  practices. 

Thatcher  (17)  in  a  discussion  of  new  foods 
marketed  in  massive  amounts  indicated  a 
need  for  surveillance.  He  commented,  “An 
alert  public  health  agency  ought  to  be  posi¬ 
tively  concerned  about  the  microbal  content 
of  comparatively  new  form  of  processed  foods 
for  which  it  has  not  yet  been  possible  to  esti¬ 
mate  their  public  health  hazard  based  on 
experience.  Any  factory  which  changes  the 
ecological  balance  of  microflora  in  a  non- 
sterile  food  presents-  a  potentiality  for  a  mod¬ 
ified  health  and  spoilage  hazard.  , 

“Food  control  agencies  have  a  responsibility 
to  be  actively  interested  in  the  microbal  qual¬ 
ity  of  new  foods  marketed  in  massive 
amounts,  especially  when  such  foods  appear 
to  have  received  extensive  handling  during 
manufacture,  and  which,  in  the  event  of  in¬ 
adequate  refrigeration,  represent  an  admir¬ 
able  medium  for  the  multiplication  of  path¬ 
ogens  and  spoilage  organisms  or  for  the  elab¬ 
oration  of  toxins.  To.  illustrate,  reference  is 
made  to  the  mass-produced  frozen  precooked 
dinners,  meat  pies,  poultry  dishes  and  the 
like  and  the  growing  trend  toward  the  sale 
of  factory  stuffed  poultry.” 

A  survey  of  the  bacteriological  status  of  a 
limited  number  of  frozen  precooked  foods 
with  special  reference  to  chicken  a  la  king 
by  Buchbinder  (2)  in  1949  revealed  total  plate 
counts,  coliform  counts,  staphylococci  of  the 
food  poisoning  type,  and  enterococci  in 
amounts  higher  “than  reasonable  standards 
would  allow.”  The  disclosure  of  the  role  of 
frozen  precooked  foods  in  food  borne  out¬ 
breaks  indicated  a  need  for  further  study  of 
the  sanitary  quality  of  these  foods. 

The  department  of  health  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  recognized  its  responsibility  and 
undertook  another  investigation  of  this  prob¬ 
lem  by  initiating  a  bacteriological  study  of  a 
wide  variety  of  frozen  precooked  foods  at 
both  the  consumer  and  subsequently  the 
wholesale  distribution  levels.  This  approach 
was  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
both  the  sanitary  quality  of  these  foods  at 
each  level,  and  to  determine  if  any  difference 
exists  in  the  bacteriological  results  at  these 
levels  as  judged  by  the  standards  of  other 
workers. 

The  frozen  precooked  foods  were  grouped 
into  five  major  categories  as  follows: 

I.  Poultry  products :  Dinners,  pies,  chicken 
a  la  king,  chopped  chicken  liver. 

II.  Meat  products:  Dinners,  pies,  chopped 
liver. 

III.  Fish  products:  D\nners,  pies,  sticks, 
fillets,  cakes,  bites. 


Association  of  Food  and  Drug  Officials 
Table  I. — Samples  frozen  precooked  food  taken  at  retail 


Type  product . 

,  Poultry 

Meat 

Fish 

Shellfish 

Chinese 

type 

Total 

Total  taken _ 

37 

29 

62 

51 

16 

195 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 
cent  1 

Num¬ 

ber 

"fer- 

cent 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Total  count: 

Less  than  50,000  col/gm _ _ 

25 

67.6 

21 

72.4 

54 

87.1 

39 

75.5 

11 

08.8 

150 

Less  than  100,000  col/gm_ _ _ 

25 

67.6 

22 

75.9 

58 

93.  5 

43 

84.3 

12 

75.0 

'160 

Staphylococcus  coagulase  pos.: 

None _ _ _ _ _ 

29 

78.4 

27 

93.1 

57 

91.9 

51 

100 

14 

87.  5 

178 

Less  than  100 _  .  _ 

29 

78.4 

27 

93.1 

59 

95.2 

51 

100 

14 

87.  5 

180 

Satisfactory:  Less  than  100,000  col/gm 
and  staphylococcus:  None.  . . 

\ 

20 

54.0 

22 

75.9 

52 

83.9 

42 

82.4 

12 

75.0 

1  148 

1  Indicates  percent  of  total  taken. 


IV.  Shellfish  products:  Shrimp,  crab,  lob¬ 
ster,  dinners,  deviled  products. 

V.  Chinese  style  products :  Dinners,  chow 
mein,  chop  suey,  egg  rolls. 

Beginning  July  3,  1957,  a  total  of  195 
samples  as  shown  in  table  I  were  obtained 
at  the  consumer  (retail)  level.  These  sam¬ 
ples  were  selected  so  that  as  many  nationally 
advertised  brands  as  possible  could  be  in¬ 
cluded.  The  criteria  established  for  an  ac¬ 
ceptable  quality  of  frozen  precooked  food 
were:  a  total  plate  count  of  less  than  100,000 
colonies  per  gram  and  the  absence  of 
staphylococcus  aureus.2  The  samples  taken, 
except  poultry  products,  were  found  satis¬ 
factory  by  these  criteria,  in  the  order  of  about 
80  percent.  The  major  problem  appeared  to 
devolve  about  the  poultry  products  which 
were  found  satisfactory  to  the  extent  of  only 
67.6  percent. 

All  manufacturers  whose  samples  were 
found  substandard  were  notified  that  “we 
hate  administratively  adopted  an  indicative 
of  an  unsatisfactory  finding  a  sample  show¬ 
ing  a  count  of  100,000  colonies  per  gram  or 
more  in  the  total  plate  count.  We  feel  that 
the  presence  of  staphylococci  (coagulase 
positive  type)  indicates  human  contamina¬ 
tion.” 

Beginning  November  7,  1957,  all  the  prod¬ 
ucts  and  brands  involved  in  the  retail  survey 
were  sampled  at  wholesale  distributors. 
Sixty-three  brands  and  types  were  unavail¬ 
able  at  wholesale,  mainly  private  labels. 

Table  II  discloses  the  results  of  bacterio¬ 
logical  examination  of  132  samples  taken  at 


wholesale  distributors.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  sanitary  quality  in  all  categories  of  these 
foods  was  of  the  same  general  order  as  those 
listed  under  Table  I-  (retail  level) .  Poultry 
products  seemed  to  be  of  better  quality  at 
this  level. 

Because  of  the  lapse  of  time  between  the 
original  sampling  at  retail  and  the  follow-up 
at  the  wholesale  distributor’s  level,  the  same 
lots  of  frozen  precooked  foods  were  probably 
not  obtained.  Although  there  is  some  satis- 
tical  variability  because  of  the  different 
phase  of  the  sampling,  the  findings  tend  to 
confirm  that  control  at  the  source  is  essen¬ 
tial  for  the  assurance  of  better  sanitary 
quality.  These  findings  furnished  no  evi¬ 
dence  that  handling  at  retail  and  consumer 
levels  adversely  affect  a  product  which  had 
already  been  contaminated  through  improper 
handling  during  processing.  However,  it 
should  be  stressed  that  a  product  clean  ab 
initio,  with  the  absence  of  organisms  of  a  food 
poisoning  strain,  should  not  pose  a  problem 
through  subsequent  handling.  Those  sam¬ 
ples  found  substandard  at  the  retail  level 
acquired  their  bacterial  flora  during  proces¬ 
sing.  Althought  counts  may  increase  in  some 
instances,  the  initial  contamination  must 
have  been  present,  since  packaging  these 
products  for  the  control  of  moisture  and  air, 
as  is  the  practice,  assures  against  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  external  rpatter  to  the  interior.  Studies 
similar  to  the  foregoing  have  also  been  made 
recently  by  others.  Various  microbiological 
standards  or  tolerances  have  been  used  as 
the  basis  for  the  conclusions  which  they 
reached. 


Table  II. — Samples  frozen  precooked  food  taken  at  wholesale 


Type  product . . . 

Poultry 

Meat 

Fish 

Shellfish 

Chinese 

type 

Total 

Total  taken _ 

30 

23 

35 

31 

13 

132 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 
cent  1 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Num¬ 

ber 

Per¬ 

cent 

Total  count: 

Less  than  50,000  col/gm . . . 

21 

70.0 

17 

73.9 

26 

74.3 

23 

74.2 

6 

46.2 

93 

Less  than  100,000  col/gm _ 

24 

80.0 

18 

78.3 

29 

82.9 

25 

80.6 

6 

46.2 

102 

Staphylococcus  coagulase  Pos.: 

91.7 

93.3 

11 

84.6 

117 

None _ 

24 

80.0 

21 

91.3 

33 

28 

Less  than  100..  .  . . . 

24 

80.0 

21 

91.3 

34 

94.4 

28 

93.3 

11 

84.6 

113 

Satisfactory:  Less  than  100,000  col/gm  and 

16 

65.2 

29 

69.6 

22 

7L0 

46.2 

94 

staphylococcus:  None _ _ 

21 

70.0 

6 

1  Indicates  percent  of  total  taken. 


Canale-Parola  and  Ordal  (4)  undertook 
to  determine  the  bacteriological  quality  of 

_  * 

2  Note. — Where  term  staphylococcus  aureus 
is  used  it  is  to  be  understood  to  be  coagulase 
positive  type. 


some  commercially  prepared  precooked  frozen 
foods  obtained  on  the  retail  market.  In  a 
preliminary  survey,  it  was  found  that  poul¬ 
try  pies  had  a  higher  degree  of  bacterial  con¬ 
tamination  than  did  other  types  of  pre¬ 
cooked  frozen  food.  These  workers  examined 
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five  brands  of  turkey  and  chicken  pot  pies 
before  and  after  baking  according  to  the  re¬ 
spective  manufacturer’s  directions,  and  ob¬ 
served,  "The  microbiological  quality  of  some 
brands  is  consistently  good  whereas  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  others  is  to  be  questioned.  As  these 
products  contain  microorganisms  which  have 
a  food  poisoning  potential,  manufacturers 
should  exert  every  effort  toward  reducing  the 
actual  numbers-  present  by '  inauguration  of 
improved  technological  and  sanitary  meas¬ 
ures,  and  by  use  of  strict  quality  control  pro¬ 
cedures.  Likewise,  further  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  baking  times  supplied 
on  each  package.”  These  workers  reported, 
‘‘that  of  the  40  unbaked,  pies  that  were 
tested,  20  had  total  counts  above  100,000  per 
gram,  and  18  had  conform  above  10  per 
gram.  Enterococci  were  present  in  all  the 
samples  tested  and  coagulase  positive  staphy¬ 
lococci  were  detected  in  37  of  40  pies  tested.” 
Their  studies  with  baked  pies  disclosed  that 
the  heat  treatment  during  baking  as  directed 
is  generally  insufficient  to  produce  a  high 
enough  center  temperature  to  cause  much 
if  any  destruction  "of  the  undesirable 
organisms. 

Benarde  (3),  who  studied  the  penetration 
of  heating,  as  directed  on  the  package  of 
frozen  precooked  breaded  and  fried  crab  and 
oyster  cakes,  found  that  it  was  slow  and 
did  not  reach  levels  sufficient  to  destroy 
pathogens. 

Huber  (11)  and  his  associates  examined 
1,282  samples  of  meat  and  poultry  products 
and  pot  pies  bought  for  military  use.  It 
was  reported  that  86  percent  of  the  samples 
examined,  disclosed  counts  of  less  than 
50,000  per  gram.  The  present  bacterial 
standard  for  military  purchases  of  frozen  pre¬ 
cooked  food  is  less  than  100,000  per  gram. 
The  writers  suggest  that  “if  the  present  trend 
continues,  this-  maximum  may  be  revised 
downward  in  future  specifications.”  Con¬ 
form  examination  of  these  samples  revealed 
94  percent  to  be  conform  free  or  less  than 
10  per  gram.  Military  specifications  also  re¬ 
quire  frozen  precooked  foods  to  have  a  con¬ 
form  count  of  less  than  10  per  gram.  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  products  for 
the  military  are  produced  under  resident  in¬ 
spection  of  the  U.S.  Veterinary  Corps  and  un¬ 
der  controlled  sanitary  conditions. 

In  its  report,  the  Committee  on  Frozen 
Food  Standards  of  the  International  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Milk  and  Food  Sanitarians  (5)  has 
not  proposed  a  tolerance  for  total  plate  count 
for  frozen  precooked  foods  but  points’  out 
"it  is  felt  that  the  contamination  of  these 
products  by  coliform,  paracolons,  and  other 
members  of  the  gram  negative  enteric  group 
of  organisms  is  of  greater  importance.  If 
the  coliform  test  is  to  be  used  as  an  index 
of  quality,  then  the  only  acceptable  tolerance 
would  be  zero.” 

Rayman  (14),  reported  the  bacteriological 
examination  of  231  samples  of  frozen  pre¬ 
cooked  meats  with  91  percent  having  plate 
count  of  less  than  50,000  per  gram,"  and  stated 
that,  “for  the  present  we  feel  that  a  cut¬ 
off  point  can  be  established  at  100,000  as  a 
bacteriological  standard  which  manufactur¬ 
ers  could  meet  without  difficulty.” 

According  to  Slocum  (15)  “food  borne  in¬ 
fections  and  intoxications  have  not  decreased 
in  recent  years  as  have  waterborne  and  milk 
borne  diseases.  Much  of  the  food  borne  dis¬ 
ease  probably  results  from  mishandling  at 
the  point  of  consumption.  But  it  may  well 
be  that  there  is  more  bacterial  contamina¬ 
tion  of  foods  shipped  in  interstate  commerce 
than  is  generally  realized.” 

discussion  ^ 

The  decrease  in  water  and  milk  borne  dis¬ 
eases  can  readily  be  ascribed  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  microbiological  standards  and  meth¬ 
ods  followed  by  enforcement.  While  some 
may  attribute  food  borne  diseases  to  mis¬ 
handling  at  the  point  of  consumption,  the 
poor  sanitary  quality  of  some  types  of  frozen 


precooked  foods  as  demonstrated  by  the  sam¬ 
ples  taken  at  the  wholesale  distributors  level, 
does  not  remove  these  foods  from  suspicion 
as_  capable  of  producing  food  infection  or  in¬ 
toxication  following  ingestion. 

Logan  et  al.  (13)  demonstrated  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  using  no  new  techniques  in  produc¬ 
ing  low  bacterial  count  frozen  precooked 
foods  on  a  commercial  scale,  which  is  com¬ 
pletely  acceptable  to  the  consumer.  All  that 
was  needed  was  good  quality  raw  material, 
good  sanitation  practices,  adequate  heat 
treatment  and  rapid  refrigeration. 

The  results  of  the  bacteriological  examina¬ 
tion  by  the  Department  of  Health  of  the  city 
of  New  York  of  195  frozen  precooked  food 
samples  are  tabulated  and  compared  in  table 


III  using  the  criteria  of  the  U.S.  Quartermas¬ 
ter  Corps,  (14)  Litsky  and  associates  (12)  and 
Department  of  Health  of  the  city  of  New 
York  (7). 

As  previously  observed,  the  standards  used 
by  the  U.S.  Quartermaster  Corps  afford  a 
more  stringent  basis  for  bacterial  quality 
control  than  either  of  the  two  herein  cited. 
Actual  compliance  with  these  Quartermaster 
standards  by  contractors  is  facilitated  by 
resident  inspection  and  continuous  batch 
control  which  is  feasible  under  the  arrange¬ 
ments  for  production  and  sampling  at  the 
source.  Adherence  to  such  high  standards 
can  be  justified  by  the  critical  purposes 
which  this  convenience  food  must  serve,  es¬ 
pecially  during  air  flight. 


Table  III. — Retail  samples  from  New  Yorlc  City  judged  as  satisfactory  by  3  different  sets 

of  standards 


n. 


Type  of  product 

•Total 

samples 

U.S.  Quartermaster 
Corps  standard 

Department  of 
Health,  New  York 
City  administra¬ 
tion  standard 

Litsky’s  study 
criteria 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Poultry _ - _ 

37 

18 

48.6 

20 

54.0 

25 

67.6 

Meat _ _ 

29 

22 

75.9 

22 

75.9 

22 

75.9 

Fish _ 

<12 

49 

79.0 

52 

83.9 

58 

93.  5 

Shellfish . . . 

51 

38 

74.5 

42 

83.4 

43 

84.3 

Chinese  type . . - 

16 

12 

75.0 

12 

75.0 

12 

75.0 

Total  _ _ 

195 

The  usual  mass  production  and  distribut¬ 
ing  methods  required  to  provide  protection 
for  the  general  consuming  public  probably 
does  not  permit  use  of  the  same  standards 
on  a  pragmatic  basis.  However,  it  is  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  administrative  standards  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  of  the  City  of 
New  York  as  proposed  herein  offer  more 
than  just  a  mere  compromise.  These  stand¬ 
ards  are  feasible  as  shown  by  the  high  per¬ 
centage  of  conformity  except  for  poultry. 
Control  of  Staphylococcus  aureus  should  in 
our  opinion  be  incorporated  in  any  set  of 
criteria  for  frozen  precooked  foods  at  the 
source.  Our  findings,  which  disclose  a  high 
level  of  conformity  to  a  standard  of  no 
Staphylococcus  aureus  seem  to  justify  the 
revision  of  a  previous  more  liberal  view  (1) 
to  the  presence  of  this  type  of  organism. 
Of  195  samples  taken  at  retail  and  132  at 
wholesale  (total  327)  only  32  (9.8  percent) 
were  positive  for  this  organism  and  were 
mainly  in  numbers  exceeding  100. 

In  a  review  of-  bacterial  food  poisoning, 
Esselen  and  Levine  (8)  observe  that  “al¬ 
though  staphylococci  are  ubiquitous  in  na¬ 
ture,  most  investigators  agree  that  out¬ 
breaks  of  staphylococcus  food  poisoning  can 
be  traced  to  contamination  of  the  food 
product  by  discharge  of  the  nose  and  throat 
or  by  lesions  on  the  hands  of  those  who 
handle  or  prepare  food.”  These  writers 
state,  “meat  and  meat  products  have  been 
implicated  in  many  staphylococci  food 
poisoning  outbreaks.  Most  of  the  outbreaks 
have  been  traced  to  contamination  by 
humans  and  to  improper  care  'of  food.” 
Dack  (6)  reports,  “the  obvious  opportunities 
for  contamination  of  food  through  im¬ 
proper  handling  or  accident  and  irregular¬ 
ities  in  processing  makes  staphylococcal 
food  poisoning  an  acute  or  potential  prob¬ 
lem  to  all  industries  that  handle  food  in 
which  staphylococci  are  able  to  grow.” 

Gunderson  (10),  commenting  on  the  need 
for  sanitation  standards  in  production  and 
processing  of  frozen  precooked  foods  ob¬ 
served,  in  the  case  of  turkey  meat,  “I  sup¬ 
pose  that  if  we  could  set  the  standard  at  a 
count  less  than  a  hundred  thousand  (col- 
onies/gm.  total  plate  count) 3  we  would  have 
an  extremely  high  goal.”  Of  26  turkey  din- 


3  Material  in  parentheses,  supplied. 


ners  and  pies  examined  bacteriologically  by 
the  department  of  health,  city  of  New  York 
15  (58  percent)  conformed  to  this  standard 
while  16  or  (57  percent)  of  28  samples  of 
chicken  dinners  and  pies  complied.  There 
seems  not  to  be  any  distinction  in  sanitary 
quality  between  turkey  and  chicken  prod¬ 
ucts  from  the  results  of  the  New  York  City 
survey  nor  much  difference  from  the  samples 
of  these  products  studied  by  Thatcher  (16), 
wherein  10  out  of  18  (56  percent)  turkey 
product  samples  and  16  out  of  25  (60  per¬ 
cent)  of  these  chicken  products  were  ac¬ 
ceptable  by  New  York  City  standards. 

In  1957  following  an  outbreak  of  food 
poisoning  in  the  city  of  New  York,  involving 
chicken  salad,  a  study  was  made  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  cause  and  make  recommendations 
for  correction  of  procedures  to  prevent  a  re¬ 
currence.  It  was  our  experience  that  a 
cleaner  and  safer  product  could  be  insured 
by  the  employment  of  uncomplicated  sani¬ 
tation  procedures.  The  use  of  a  nontoxic 
sanitizer  on  equipment  food  zones,  work  sur¬ 
faces  and  workers’  hands,  in  addition  to 
terminal  heat  treatment  of  hand  picked 
chicken  and  turkey  meat  and  celery''  were 
effective  in  giving  uniformly  good  bacterial 
counts  and  products  with  good  consumer 
acceptance. 

It  was  found  that  by  placing  this  hand 
picked  poultry  meat  in  a  colander  or  other 
perforated  vessel,  and  submerging  the  con¬ 
tents  in  boiling  chicken  or  turkey  broth  for 
3  to  5  minutes,  followed  by  draining  and  rapid 
cooling  of  the  meat  on  a  perforated  pan  the 
bacterial  counts  are  reduced  to  the  order  of 
4,000  colonies  per  gram  with  negative  re¬ 
sults  for  coliform,  staphylococci  and  entero¬ 
cocci.  The  application  of  this  process  may 
well  improve  the  sanitary  quality  of  frozen 
precooked  poultry  products  without  impair¬ 
ing  consumer  acceptance.  The  resolution  of 
this  problem  especially  as  it  relates  to  poul¬ 
try  products  lies  in  terminal  heat  treatment 
as  described,  or  by  baking  in  the  case  of 

chicken,  turkey  or  meat  pot  pies. 

$ 

RECOMMENDATION 

As  early  at  1947  Fitzgerald  (9),  In  his  ar¬ 
ticle  on  “How  to  Control  the  Quality  of 
Frozen  Cooked  Food,”  called  for  a  sanitary 
code  for  the  industry  setting  forth  as  a 
maximum  standard  a  plate  count  of  100,000 
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per  gram  and  an  E.  coli  (M.P.N.)  index  of 
100  (confirmed)  per  100  grams. 

Bacteriological  standards  are  not  recom¬ 
mended  for  all  frozen  foods  at  present,  but 
rather  for  those  which  because  of  their  na¬ 
ture  may  be  expected  to  be  a  hazard  of 
health  or  a  cause  of  spoilage.  Standards 
have  in  the  past  proved  to  be  the  mechanism 
by  which  the  consumer  was  protected 
against  infection  or  consumption  of  spoiled 
food.  These  standards  provided  a  means  of 
estimating  inadequate  sanitation  by  which 
general  improvement  of  quality  could  be  ob¬ 
tained.  They  afforded  a  goal  to  the  processor 
and  a  yardstick  to  enforcement  agencies. 
Many  authorities  agree  on  the  need  for 
standards  but  not  on  the  particular  stand¬ 
ards  which  will  be  of  the  greatest  benefit 
to  all  concerned. 

At  this  time  when  the  question  of  the" 
need  _and  possible  nature  of  legal  standards 
is  being  debated,  large  quantities  of  frozen 
precooked  foods  are  being  sold,  particularly 
poultry  products,  some  of  which  are  of 
doubtful  sanitary  quality. 

This  problem  of  sanitary  standards  re¬ 
quires  national  standards.  A  Federal 
agency,  such  as  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  should  set  standards. 
Microbiological  standards  should  be  devel¬ 
oped  at  the  Federal  level  both  for  guidance 
of  industry  and  consumer  protection.  The 
divergence  concerning  proper  microbiologi¬ 
cal  standards  for  control  indicates  what 
may  happen  if  local,  State  and  other  agen¬ 
cies  feel  forced  each  to  establish  its  own 
standards. 

The  department  of  health  of  the  city  of 
New  York  notified  manufacturers  of  its 
laboratory  findings  following  the  examina¬ 
tion  of  their  products. 

Manufacturers  indicated  their  concern, 
their  own  findings  and  a  desire  to  abide  by 
the  administrative  standards  of  this  depart¬ 
ment.  The  results  of  the  survey  and  the 
comments  of  manufacturers  give  promise 
that  these  standards  can  be  met.  It  seems 
to  us  that  the  enactment  of  similar  legal 
standards  would  serve  to  encourage  better 
sanitary  practices  and  control. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

In  the  city  of  New  York  a  microbiological 
study  was  made  of  195  samples  of  frozen 
precooked  foods  of  nationally  known  brands, 
obtained  at  the  retail  level.  At  this  level 
about  76  percent  (including  poultry  prod¬ 
ucts  which  conform  to  the  extent  of  54  per¬ 
cent  were  found  to  meet  the  Department  of 
Health  criteria  of  less  than  100,000  colonies 
per  gram  and  no  staphylococcus  aureus. 
Resamples  of  the  same  brands  of  these  foods 
at  the  wholesale  distributors  level  were 
found  by  similar  tests  to  contain  essentially 
the  same  ratio  of  acceptable  quality  prod¬ 
ucts.  Poultry  products  appeared  to  be  of 
poorer  sanitary  quality  than  other  foods. 
Similar  studies  have  been  made  elsewhere 
in  the  United  States  and  Canada  using  other 
criteria.  When  the  department  of  health 
data  were  evaluated  by  the  criteria  of  others, 
the  results  were  not  significantly  different. 

It  has  been  shown  that  a  high  level  of 
sanitation  can  be  met  by  industry  for  the 
military  as  evidenced  by  conformity  to  the 
former’s  high  microbiological  standards.  As 
Huber  (11)  stated,  “this  again  demonstrates 
that  sanitary  quality  control  can  be  attained 
in  the  commercial  production  of  precooked 
frozen  foods.” 

A  number  of  workers  in  the  field  are  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  need  for  the  establishment 
of  a  microbiological  standard  for  these  foods 
but  are  not'  agreed  on  the  standard. 

This  is  not  a  local  problem  but  one  of 
national  scope  and  seems  to  fall  logically 
into  the  sphere  of  actiivty  of  the  U.S.  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.  The  standards 
used  in  the  recent  New  York  City  study  are 
recommended  for  adoption  as  a  starting 


point  for  the  improvement  of  the  sanitary’ 
quality  of  frozen  precooked  foods  of  the 
types  encompassed  by  the  study. 

Unless  Federal  microbiological  standards 
for  frozen  precooked  foods  are  soon  estab¬ 
lished  there  is  a  great  likelihood  that  vari¬ 
ous  and  varying  levels  of  standards  will  be 
adopted  by  local  and  State  agencies  which 
may  be  of  some  help  to  the  consumer  but 
may  not  make  it  easier  for  the  processor. 

The  authors  gratefully  acknowledge  the 
assistance  of  Mrs.  Leah  Stieber,  senior  bac¬ 
teriologist  and  Miss  Jean  Adler,  assistant 
bacteriologist  of  the  Bureau  of  Laboratories, 
Department  of  Health  of  the  City  of  New 
York. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  further? 
^  Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  know  that  wfiat 
I  am  about  to  say  is  only  indirectly  re¬ 
lated  to  the  amendment  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  referred.  Only 
a  few  minutes  ago  I  sent  one  of  my  staff 
assistants  to  my  office  to  bring  back  to 
the  Chamber  a  handful  of  letters  out  of 
the  hundreds  I  have  received  in  the  past 
few  days.  They  are  available  for  one 
and  all  to  see.  They  are  from  farm 
people  of  Minnesota  and  relate  to  the 
prices  of  eggs. 

Yesterday  I  went  to  a  delicatessen  in 
Chevy  Chase,  Md.,  and  bought  1  dozen 
of  what  are  called  random-sized  eggs. 
They  are  less  than  large,  not  large,  not 
extra  large;  they  were  simply  what  may 
be  called  basket  selection.  The  price 
was  75  cents  a  dozen. 


I  have  received  these  letters  from  some 
of  the  finest  egg  producers  in  the  United 
States.  They  are  getting  15  cents  a 
dozen  for  medium-sized  eggs  in  Minne¬ 
sota;  17  cents  a  dozen  for  extra  large 
eggs.  Yet  in  Chevy  Chase,  Md.,  for  what 
are  called  random-sized  eggs — those  are 
the  ones  which  are  called  unclassified 
eggs — the  price  is  anywhere  from  65 
cents  to  75  cents  a  dozen.  For  the  extra 
large  egg,  the  kind  which  is  really  worth 
putting  on  the  plate,  they  buyer  will 
have  to  pay  70  cents,  77  cents,  or  80 
cents  a  dozen,  depending  on  whether  he 
buys  them  in  a  supermarket  or  in  a 
store  which  stays  open  to  accommodate 
the  trade  on  Sunday.  At  the  appro¬ 
priate  time  in  the  debate,  I  intend  to 
read  every  one  of  these  letters. 

I  say  to  my  good  city  friends,  many 
of  whom  tell  me  about  how  the  farmers 
are  gouging  the  Treasury  and  the  pub¬ 
lic,  here  are  farm  producers  who  have 
thousands  of  dollars  invested  in  bams, 
equipment,  land,  feed,  and  fine  poultry 
stock;  and  what  do  they  get?  As  of 
May  22,  they  were  getting  15  cents  a 
dozen  for  medium-sized  eggs.  On  May 
27,  in  Minnesota,  the  second  largest  egg- 
producing  State  in  the  Union,  the  price 
for  medium -sized  eggs  was  17  cents  a 
dozen.  For  grade  A — the  best  eggs — 
the  price  was  19  cents  a  dozen. 

I  hope  some  of  our  good  city  friends 
who  are  listening  today  will  start  asking 
the  question:  What  hapened  to  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  17  cents  and  75  cents?  > 
The  farm  people  of  Minnesota  dicj  not  get 
any  of  it.  By  the  way,  there  is  not  much 
processing  to  an  egg.  The  only  one  who 
does  any  processing  on  the  egg  is  the  hen, 
and  she  is  underpaid.  If  those  prices 
continue,  it  will  be  necessary  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  pass  humanitarian  legislation. 
It  is  hardly  worth  the  wear  and  tear  on 
the  hen.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  about  time 
something  was  done  to  correct  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

I  saw  a  picture  of  Secretary  Benson  in 
the  New  York  Times  of  Saturday,  May 
30.  He  was  attending  a  meeting  of  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  poultry  industry  of 
New  Jersey.  I  have  been  writing  to  the 
Secretary  about  this  condition  since 
April  1.  He  announced  to  these  pro¬ 
ducers  that  he  planned  to  do  nothing. 
In  the  meantime,  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  egg  producers  have  been  liquidated. 

By  the  way,  let  me  say  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  when  they  start  messing 
around  with  -egg  prices,  they  do  not  only 
take  on  the  men  who  are  engaged  in  agri¬ 
culture.  I  suppose  a  great  many  men 
may  be  handling  eggs;  but  we  are  get¬ 
ting  right  down  to  the  point  where  we 
are  taking  on  a  new  adversary,  because, 
remember,  the  egg  money  on  the  farms 
is  virtually  the  only  money  which  the 
farm  wife  has.  It  is  money  she  sends  to 
her  son  in  college  over  and  above  his 
allowance.  It  is  the  egg  money  which 
papers  the  front  room.  It  is  the  egg 
money  which  the  mother  sends  off  to  the 
daughter  who  has  just  gotten  married. 
It  is  extra  money  which  she  sends  to  her 
daughter. 

I  warn  the  Government  that  it  is  one 
thing  to  try  to  discriminate  against  the 
farmer;  but,  Ezra,  you  have  got  yourself 
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a  basket  full  of  trouble,  because  the 
women  are  beginning  to  organize. 

These  are  letters  from  women  in  Min¬ 
nesota — charming,  lovely,  active,  intelli¬ 
gent  women.  But  when  they  get  ready 
to  move  on  you,  Ezra,  you  had  better  be 
on  their  side. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  they  expect 
the  Government  to  do  something  else  be¬ 
sides  talk  about  how  the  farmer  is  being 
subsidized.  Who  does  the  Senator  think 
is  being  subsidized?  The  farmer  is  get¬ 
ting  17  cents  a  dozen  for  eggs  in  Minne¬ 
sota.  Someone  around  here  is  paying  75 
cents  a  dozen.  What  I  want  to  know  is: 
Where  did  the  58  cents  go?  I  do  not 
think  it  went  to  the  farmer.  I  think  it  is 
time  we  found  out.  If  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  nothing  else  to  do,  I 
suggest  that  it  begin  to  investigate  and 
find  out  what  happened  to  the  58  cents 
difference  between  the  hen  and  the 
counter.  That  should  not  be  so  difficult. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  understand  the 
leadership  plans  to  have  the  Senate  ad¬ 
journ  early  this  evening.  I  wondered  if 
it  would  be  agreeable  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  to  discuss  the  amendment 
which  I  suggested  earlier  in  the  after¬ 
noon,  when  the  pending  business  was 
laid  before  the  Senate.  This  is  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered: 

On  page  15,  line  25,  under  “Marketing 
Service,”  strike  out  “$26,306,600,”  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “$26,557,515,”  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  allowing  the  budget  estimate  on 
marketing  services. 

The  explanation  for  the  amendment 
lies  in  the  fact  that  the  act  of  September 
2,  1958,  which  was  passed  last  year  in  the 
closing  weeks  of  the  session,  extended 
the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  with  respect  to  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House,  in  their  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Agriculture  and  Judiciary,  had 
given  much  attention  to  the  problem 
of  the  enforcement  of  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act.  Testimony  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  showed  that 
for  years  it  had  not  attempted  to  enforce 
the  law  set  forth  in  title  II  against  the 
unfair  monopolistic  trade  practices  in 
the  operations  of  packers.  The  case  was 
so  clear  that  in  the  Senate  both  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  and  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
approved  the  Senate  bill.  That  bill  went 
to  the  House.  The  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  had  already  gone  to  work 
on  the  problem  and  had  reported  the 
Cooley  bill.  There  was  no  time  for  any 
further  action.  The  Cooley  bill  was  sent 
to  the  Senate,  while  the  Senate  bill  was 
sent  to  the  House.  Because  the  Senate 
was  moving  to  final  action  on  the  bill, 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
the  distinguished  minority  leader,  and  I 
joined  in  moving  that  tne  Senate  pass 
the  House  bill;  and  the  House  bill  was 
passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  House  Appropriations  Committee, 
in  passing  upon  this  request  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  which  now 


wishes  to  enforce  the  packers  title  of  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  well  as 
the  stockyards  title,  made  the  statement 
which  appears  on  page  20  of  the  House 
committee  report,  as  follows: 

Changes  in  the  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act  adopted  in  the  last  session  of  Congress 
brought  all  livestock  transactions  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce,  regardless  of  the  size  of 
the  market,  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Department.  This  has  increased  the  num¬ 
ber  of  yards  subject  to  the  Act  from  about 
1,000  to  2,100.  In  order  to  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  meet  this  added  responsibility,  the 
increase  of  $250,000  is  provided  for  this  year. 

That  paragraph  clearly  omits  any  ref¬ 
erence  whatsoever  to  the  packer  phase 
of  the  activity.  I  wished  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  other  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Appro¬ 
priations  to  the  fact  that  on  page  1083 
of  the  Senate  committee  hearings  there 
appears  a  presentation  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  of  the  justification 
for  the  increase  of  $493,000,  which  it  re¬ 
quested,  but  which  the  House  allowed  in 
the  amount  of  only  $250,000.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  adopted  the  House  action. 

In  the  second  paragraph,  under  the 
heading  “Justification”,  there  appears 
the  following : 

The  $493,000  increase  proposed  in  the  1960 
budget  estimate  did  not  reflect  the  full 
amount  necessary  to  carry  out  the  manda¬ 
tory  provisions  of  this  law  including  the  in¬ 
creased  responsibilities  imposed  by  the  re¬ 
cent  amendment.  The  1960  budget  was 
limited  to  an  estimate  of  what  is  urgently 
needed  and  reasonably  could  be  done  in  that 
fiscal  year  in  terms  of  (1)  expanded  super¬ 
vision  of  posted  yards,  and  (2)  investiga¬ 
tion  of  unfair  trade  practices. 

The  language  of  the  House  committee 
report  and  the  action  of  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  in  adopting  the  exact  figure  voted 
by  the  House  will  be  interpreted  as  a 
limitation  and  an  exclusion  from  the 
power  of  the  Secretary  to  conduct  the 
investigations  of  unfair  trade  practices. 

Observe  the  next  paragraph  of  the 
justification: 

Around  one-half  of  the  $493,000  requested 
increase  was  for  extending  the  program  to 
pbsting  and  supervising  additional  markets 
and  yards,  including  trade  practices  at  such 
yards.  The  balance  of  the  request — 

And  this  is  the  important  language — 
was  for  continuing  the  increased  emphasis 
on  investigations  of  trade  practices  of  pack¬ 
ers  which  has  been  the  subject  of  intensive 
congressional  discussions  in  the  past  few 
years,  and  which  the  Department  considers 
to  be  an  urgent  matter. 

An  examination  of  the  hearings  held 
by  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  and 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  will  show  that  al¬ 
though  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
acknowledged  that  the  enforcement  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act  had  not  been  carried  out  against 
the  packers  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  it  never  had  received  the  ap¬ 
propriations  necessary  in  order  to  do  it. 
The  Department  was  criticized  because 
it  di<^  not  enforce  the  law  against  the 
unfair  trade  practices  and  monopolistic 
practices.  The  Department’s  excuse 
was  that  it  did  not  have  the  necessary 
funds. 


So,  Mr.  President,  if  Congress  does 
not  now  give  the  Department  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds,  that  will  only  mean  that  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  antitrust  laws — as 
favored  by  the  Senate  and  as  favored  by 
the  House,  in  their  respective  legislative 
enactments — will  not  be  carried  out. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Agricultural  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  should  be  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment  and  to  discuss  it  in  confer- 

6I1C6. 

Mr,  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  I 
had  recalled,  as  does  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  the  problem  we  have  had  in 
the  past,  I  would  have  worked  in  the 
committee  to  increase  the  appropriation. 

I  think  the,  House  action  does  put  a 
limitation  on  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  We  have  been  accusing  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  of  not  enforcing 
this  law.  If  we  deny  the  Department  the 
necessary  funds,  no  doubt  the  Depart¬ 
ment  would  have  a  real  excuse  not  to 
enforce  this  law. 

So  I  believe  we  should  either  increase 
this  appropriation  or  we  should  put  the 
enforcement  under  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission,  as  was  proposed  last  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
great  sympathy  for  the  view  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  and  for  the  view  of  the 
ranking  Republican  member  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations  Subcommittee, 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young].  Certainly  it  seems  to  me  that 
some  provision  should  be  made  for  the 
investigation  of  the  trade  practices  of 
packers,  as  urged  so  eloquently  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

However,  I  am  frank  to  say  that  I  am 
not  so  impressed  with  the  necessity  for 
posting  all  the  smaller  stockyards 
throughout  the  country,  perhaps  because 
I  have  some  knowledge  of  the  activities 
of  the  smaller  yards,  although  I  am  not 
so  intimately  acquainted  with  the  activ¬ 
ities  of  the  packers. 

I  should  like  to  help  in  any  way  I  pos¬ 
sibly  can,  to  see  to  it  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  the  necessary  funds  and  au¬ 
thority  to  investigate  the  trade  practices 
of  the  packers.  But  I  should  dislike  to 
have  that  accomplished  by  means  of  the 
wasteful' expedient  of  allowing  the  full 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  because 
I  frankly  do  not  think  the  posting  of 
the  stockyards  in  the  smaller  areas  is  at 
all  essential. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Of  course  the 
posting  of  the  smaller  stockyards  is  not 
essential.  But  it  is  essential,  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  producers  of  livestock  and 
in  the  interest  of  the  consumers  of  live¬ 
stock,  that  in  the  administration  of  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  unfair  trade 
practices  be  scrutinized  very  carefully. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  agree  as  to  that; 
and  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  accept  an 
amendment  which  would  apply  the 
$250,000  to  that  purpose. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Then  why  does 
not  the  Senator  from  Georgia  accept  the 
amendment  and  take  it  to  conference. 
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where  the  conferees  can  work  out  the 
matter,  so  it  will  be  clear  that  the  in¬ 
clusion  is  to  cover  the  entire  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  fr6m 
Georgia,  before  he  replies,  that  I  hold  in 
my  hand  the  report  made  by  Represent¬ 
ative  Cooley,  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  which  was 
filed  by  him  to  accompany  House  bill 
9020,  an  amendment  to  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  which  the  Senate  passed, 
and  which  is  now  the  law. 

In  the  second  paragraph  of  the  report 
we  find  the  following : 

The  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  was  en¬ 
acted  by  Congress  in  1921.  The  primary 
purpose  of  this  act  is  to  assure  fair  com¬ 
petition  and  fair  trade  practices  in  livestock 
marketing  and  in  the  meatpacking,  indus¬ 
try. 

There  is  the  House  declaration  in  the 
House  report  of  what  the  intention  was. 

On  page  4  of  the  same  report,  under 
the  heading  “Changes  Made  by  this  Bill,” 
I  find  this  sentence : 

It  is  designed  to  amend  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act  so  as  to  make  it  once  again 
an  effective  instrumentality  for  the  regu¬ 
lation  of  the  livestock  and  meatpacking 
industry  and  for  the  protection  of  both  pro¬ 
ducers  and  consumers. 

I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
that  when  the  Judiciary  Committee  of 
this  body,  after  extensive  hearings  upon 
this  matter,  made  its  favorable  report 
on  an  amendment  to  the  law,  and  when 
that  report,  in  turn,  was  submitted  to 
the  legislative  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  and  that  committee  en¬ 
dorsed  the  bill,  and  the  Senate  then 
adopted  the  recommendation  of  tlrose 
two  legislative  committees,  it  is  a  force¬ 
ful  statement  of  the  opinion  of  this  body 
that  the  meat  packers  section,  title  2,  of 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  should 
be  enforced. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  always  force¬ 
ful.  I  can  assure  him  I  am  not  under¬ 
taking  to  challenge  the  statement  he 
makes  or  the  conclusions  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  or  of  tlje  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  merely  referring 
to  the  fact  that  the  appropriation  has 
been  increased  very  rapidly  during  the 
past  few  years,  and  I  think  we  can  put 
in  the  bill  language  which  will  earmark 
not  less  than  $250,000  of  the  increase  for 
the  study  of  these  practices  and  at  the 
same  time  save  $243,000.  I  agree  that  is 
a  small  amount  of  money,  and  perhaps 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  ought  not  even 
cavil  or  discuss  such  a  small  amount 
with  one  he  holds  in  such  esteem  as  he 
does  the  Senator  from  Wyoming.  But 
let  me  point  out  that  in  1956  the  amount 
appropriated  for  this  purpose  was  $652,- 
105.  In  1957  it  was  increased  to  $774,566. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  aware  of  the  fact  that  a 
Secretary  of  .Agriculture  by  the  name  of 
Jardine  many  years  ago  deliberately  is¬ 
sued  an  order  by  which  the  enforcement 
of  the  act  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  stopped? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  was  trying  to  give  to 
the  Senator  the  figures  showing  how  this 
appropriation  had  been  increased. 


In  1958  the  Senate  increased  the 
amount  by  $105,000,  to  $879,500. 

In  1959  the  amount  went  to  $940,149. 

The  amount  now  in  the  bill  is  $1,327,- 
000.  It  is  a  very  substantial  increase 
over  the  appropriations  which  have  been 
granted  heretofore.  We  have  increased 
these  appropriations  right  along. 

I  think  we  would  be  in  a  better  posi¬ 
tion,  I  may  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend,  to  go  into  conference  with  the 
other  body  and  say,  “The  trade  practices 
of  the  packers  never  have  been  investi¬ 
gated.  Congress  passed  a  law.  There¬ 
fore,  we  have  provided  that  not  less  than 
$250,000  of  this  increase  shall  be  used 
for  that  purpose.” 

That  would  come  nearer  to  getting  the 
job  done  than  would  merely  increasing 
the  amount  by  the  whole  $500,000,  be¬ 
cause,  I  may  say,  the  House  at  times 
entertains  the  ungenerous  sentiment  that 
the  Senate  is  entirely  too  prodigal  in 
spending  money  for  activities  of  which  it 
does  not  approve.  The  Senate  might 
fare  better  eventually  in  this  item  by 
putting  in  the  bill  language  which  ear¬ 
marked  the  $250,000  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  appreciate  what 
the  Senator  has  to  say  about  the  confer¬ 
ence  between  the  House  and  the  Senate 
in  matters  of  this  kind,  but  I  am  very 
fearful  that  the  suggestion  which  he 
makes  would  result  in  curtailing  the 
posting  of  stockyards  which  ought  to  be 
posted,  and  would  not  produce  an  effec¬ 
tive  enforcement  against  unfair  trade 
practices. 

My  suggestion  to  the  Senator  was 
based  upon  the  thought  that  if  he  took 
the  figure  to  conference,  then  the  two 
Houses  might  agree  in  conference  upon 
a  proper  figure  in  which  both  of  these 
activities  would  be  given  equal  considera¬ 
tion.  If  the  Senator  is  not  willing  to 
accept  the  $250,000  figure  which  I  offered 
merely  because  it  was  in  the  budget,  what 
would  the  Senator  say  to  an  increase  of 
$150,000? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  like  to  be 
compelled  to  horse  trade  with  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Wyoming,  but  if  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  knew  how  long 
and  arduously  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
had  labored  to  keep  this  bill  $5,859,000 
under  the  budget  estimate,  he  would  ap¬ 
preciate  the  fact  that  the  budget  had  to 
be  trimmed  somewhere. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  know  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  to  show  my  great 
esteem  for  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
and  to  assure  him  that  I  will  endeavor 
to  see  that  some  funds  are  available  to 
carry  on  a  satisfactory  investigation  of 
trade  practices  of  packers,  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  would  be  willing  to  be 
overpersuaded  to  the  extent  of  $120,000 
over  and  above  the  committee  figure. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  offer  is  taken. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  listened  with  inter¬ 
est  to  the  discussion  between  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  and  the  Senator  from 
Illinois - 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  pardon  me? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  may  withdraw  the  acceptance 
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of  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  I  do  not  do  that. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  If  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  will  yield,  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  to  change  my  amendment  so  that 
instead  of  an  increase  of  $250,000,  the 
increase  will  be  $120,000,  as  suggested 
by  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  may  inform  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  that  there  is  before  the  Senate 
an  amendment  pending,  which  has  been 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  It  would  not  be  in 
order  at  this  time  to  take  up  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  has  not  been  printed,  so, 
since  action  on  the  bill  will  not  be  com¬ 
pleted  tonight,  I  will  have  my  amend¬ 
ment  printed  in  its  modified  form.  So 
I  shall  not  ask  for  action  at  this  time 
upon  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  made  the  statement  that  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  have  to  be  in¬ 
creased.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  explain  why  it  would  have  to 
be  increased? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  mean  by  that 
statement  that  there  is  any  compulsion 
to  do  so.'  Congress  can  refuse  to  in¬ 
crease  it.  However,  under  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  as  it  stands,  the  Bureau  of  the" 
Budget  has  stated  that  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  support  program  it  will  be  necessary 
to  increase  the  borrowing  authority  dur¬ 
ing  the  next  year  in  order  to  have  ade¬ 
quate  funds  to  lend  on  the  commodities 
which  will  be  produced.  I  am  sure  the 
distinguished  Senator  heard  the  dis¬ 
cussion  as  to  the  probable  increase  in  the 
quantity  of  corn,  as  an  example  of  one 
of  the  crops  on  which  loans  will  be  re¬ 
quired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  is  the  borrow¬ 
ing  power  now? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  My  recollection  is 
that  it  is  now  $14,500  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  With  that  $14,500 
million  limitation,  the  Corporation  would 
not  have  enough  funds  to  lend  and  to 
finance  the  transactions  which  will  be 
necessary  under  the  increased  produc¬ 
tion  which  will  take  place;  in  1960? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  was  the  finding 
of  the  Department  and  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  according  to  my  informa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  By  how  much  has  it 
been  suggested  the  borrowing  power  will 
have  to  be  increased? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  To  date  there  has  not 
been  announced  any  specific  amount. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Then  the  need  for  in¬ 
creasing  the  borrowing  power  has  a  re¬ 
lationship  to  the  fact  that  we  will  have 
about  $11  billion  forth  of  surplus  foods 
in  the  bins  and  storage  houses  in  1960. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Food  and  fiber. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes.  It  does  have  a 
relationship. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  does.  I  will  say 
that  the -'purposes  of  the  support  pro¬ 
gram  have  been  somewhat  twisted. 
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For  example,  we  passed  a  bill  last  year 
in  which  we  provided  two  different  loan 
values  on  the  same  commodity.  Of 
course,  when  one  becomes  involved  in 
something  like  that  the  higher  loan  value 
is  obviously  a  form  of  subsidy  to  the  bor¬ 
rowers  who  conform  to  a  certain  pro¬ 
gram  announced  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

The  purposes  of  the  farm  support  pro¬ 
gram,  which,  originally,  were  to  main¬ 
tain  all  prices  at  a  certain  level,  have 
been  largely  abandoned,  I  will  say  to-the 
distinguished  Senator,  in  the  face  of 
these  surplus  accumulations. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  understood  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  to  say  that  in  his 
opinion  the  price  support  program  has 
practically  reached  such  a  magnitude 
that  it  has  run  away  from  the  possibility 
of  being  controlled  in  an  intelligent  and 
reasonable  manner. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Whatever  may  be  the 
reason — whether  it  be  administration; 
the  advances  of  science,  as  some  claim; 
the  beneficence  of  heaven  in  providing 
good  weather,  as  still  others  claim;  the 
maladministration  of  Ezra  Taft  Benson, 
as  a  great  many  people  think — the  farm 
support  program  is  certainly  all  out  of 
hand.  I  think  that  is  the  statement  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  made. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  to  refer  to  the  document 
issued  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  which  shows  the  aggregate  cost 
of  the  price  support  program  to  be 
$15,725,000,000,  with  some  Public  Law 
480  items  and  other  items  in  it,  as  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Yotj&g]  has  suggested. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  to  the  years  1942,  1943, 
and  1944,  years  of  World  War  II.  I 
notice  we  had  a  price  support  program 
of  $619,000,000  in  1942.  That  is  the  total 
figure  shown  at  the  bottom  for  1942. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  the  Senator  able 
to  tell  me  why  we  had  a  price  support 
program  during  the  war  years  which  cost 
us  money,  when  we  did  not  have  enough 
food  for  the  public  to  buy?  Why  was 
the  price  support  program  in  force  at 
that  time? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  can  give  the  Senator 
my  recollection.  I  think  it  was  because 
we  had  a  price  ceiling  on  foods.  Foods 
could  not  sell  for  more  than  a  certain 
price,  and  we  had  price  controls  at  that 
time.  In  order  to  maintain  the  level  of 
the  price  controls,  or  the  ceilings  which 
had  been  imposed  by  law,  these'funds 
were  used  to  make  subsidy  payments  to 
the  farmers,  so  as  to  get  the  farmers  to 
produce  and  to  sell  below  the  price  which 
they  would  otherwise  have  received,  and 
thus  to  hold  the  line  on  the  wage  scale. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
program  applied  to  the  dairy  commodi¬ 
ties  and  to  pork.  The  farmers  were 
given  subsidy  payments,  but  really  it  was 
a  subsidy  to  the  consumers. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson]  could  explain  it  better 
than  anyone  else. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  During  the  war  years 
the  subsidies  were  paid  to  influence  the 
farmers,  or  to  induce  the  farmers  to 
plant  and  grow  crops. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  the  case  of  certain 
commodities,  largely  dairy  products  but 
also  meats  to  a  degree,  that  was  true. 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  knows  a  great  deal  about  this 
subject. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  This  money  was 
not  only  used  for  the  purposes  pien- 
tioned,  but  also  was  used  to  direct  the 
production  of  certain  crops. 

The  very  first  item  was  to  direct  the 
farmers  away  from  the  production  of 
cotton  into  the  production  of  soybeans. 
Afterward  people  said,  “You  fanners  did 
not  plant  cotton,”  but  the  cotton  was 
not  planted  because  there  was  a  response 
to  the  patriotic  appeal  to  plant  soybeans. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  farmers  were 
paid,  I  believe,  some  subsidies  for  flax 
and  ramie  and  products  in  short  supply 
when  the  ordinary  markets  were  closed 
to  us.  These  subsidies  were  to  induce 
the  production  of  commodities  necessary 
for  the  war  effort. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  yield  again  briefly? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  has 
mentioned  flax.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
became  my  responsibility  to  try  to  get 
some  linseed  oil  from  Argentina.  It  was 
an  impossible  situation,  and  Argentina 
would  not  do  a  thing  about  it.  We  ap¬ 
pealed  to  the  American  farmers  to  pro¬ 
duce  flax  in  unprecedented  quantities. 
We  fixed  the  support  price  at  $6.25,  I 
believe,  though  it  might  have  been  $5.75. 
In  any  event,  the  price  was  sufficiently 
high  so  that  there  was  a  tremendous 
production  of  flax,  and  immediately  the 
doors  of  Argentina  opened  and  quanti¬ 
ties  became  available  to  supply  the  lin¬ 
seed  oil  for  the  industries  of  this  country. 

The  subsidy  program  in  many  ways 
reduced  other  costs.  For  example,  lino¬ 
leum  prices  would  have  been  much 
higher  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  flax  for  the  linseed  oil.  The 
cost  of  paint  would  have  been  higher. 
We  got  a  great  deal  of  help  from  this 
program  in  holding  the  price  line  for 
many  other  commodities.  The  farmers 
were  charged  with  the  cost  of  it,  but  the 
farmers  did  not  get  all  of  the  money. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  was  a  consumer 
subsidy  as  a  part  of  the  overall  war  ef¬ 
fort,  to  preserve  the  level  of  prices  at  the 
time  we  froze  prices  by  law. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  if  I  am  correct 
in  my  understanding  that  under  the 
present  appropriation  bill  the  general 
citizenry,  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 
States,  should  expect  no  relief  from  the 
huge  cost  of  the  subsidy  program,  as 
envisioned  either  by  the  Congress  or  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  know  that  I  said  exactly  that.  I  said 
that  if  the  existing  laws  remain  on  the 


books  and  if  the  present  policies  are  fol¬ 
lowed  I  see  no  hope  of  ever  reducing 
these  costs. 

For  example,  there  has  been  mention 
of  corn.  The  amount  of  com  which  the 
Government  will  have  under  loan  this 
fall,  in  my  opinion,  will  be  staggering. 
An  immense  sum  of  money  will  be  in¬ 
volved.  What  will  we  do  with  the  com? 
If  the  com  is  used  for  feed,  it  will  bring 
down  the  price  of  pork,  beef,  and  poultry 
products.  The  prices  of  poultry  have 
gone  so  low  in  the  past  few  weeks  that 
it  would  be  difficult  to  get  them  any 
lower. 

My  statement  is  predicated  on  the 
assumption  that  there  will  be  no  change 
in  the  present  laws  or  in  the  policies 
which  obtain  at  the  present  time  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  appropriations 
recommended  are  based  upon  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  neither  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  nor  the  Congress  will  do 
anything  to  bring  down  the  cost  to  the 
taxpayers  of  this  huge  program  of  price 
supports? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio,  the  figures  we  have  pre¬ 
sented  are  based  on  estimates  of  losses 
already  incurred.  My  statement  was 
that  I  feared  the  losses  would  be  as  great 
or  greater  next  year,  if  there  is  no  change 
in  the  policies. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  prospects  are 
that  the  losses  will  be  greater? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  That  will  be 
true  in  the  case  of  wheat.  It  will  be 
true  in  the  case  of  com.  I  fear  it  will 
be  true  in  the  case  of  cotton  under  the 
split-price  system  to  which  we  have 
agreed. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Based  upon  his 
broad  experience,  does  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  feel  that  it  is  a  narrow  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  surplus  or  a  liberal  one, 
when  we  say  there  will  be  $11  billlion 
worth  in  the  bins  in  1960?  Is  that  a 
conservative  or  liberal  approach,  in  the 
Senator’s  opinion? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  there  are 
so  many  imponderables,  such  as  weather 
and  many  other  things,  it  is  impossible 
to  say.  If  we  have  a  good  crop  yhar, 
I  think  the  surplus  in  1960  will  be  stag¬ 
gering.  That  is  my  own  judgment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes.  I  will  ask  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  a  further  ques¬ 
tion,  and  then  I  shall  be  through. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  surpluses  are  al¬ 
ready  staggering,  but  they  will  be  al¬ 
most  beyond  comprehension. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes.  When  we  had 
acreage  controls  with  high  supports, 
did  we  solve  the  problem  at  all  by  that 
program  of  subsidy? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  of  no  way  one  could  answer  that 
question  categorically  with  any  assur¬ 
ance  of  being  correct.  It  has  always 
been  my  view  that  if  supports  were  kept 
at  a  reasonable  level — which  might  be 
considered  high  by  some  persons — then, 
by  reducing  production  something  could 
be  done  to  maintain  farm  income,  and 
to  make  supplies  available  at  a  reason¬ 
able  cost.  The  cost  of  the  raw  corn-! 
modify  in  this  day  of  fancy  processing^ 
is  a  very  small  element  in  the  final  cost 
of  almost  any  commodity  when  it  gets 
into  the  hands  of  the  consumer. 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


■  The  difficulty,  as  I  see  it,  has  been  the 
unwillingness  of  Secretary  Benson  to 
try  any  program  but  his  program,  which 
looks  to  the  elimination  of  all  price 
supports. 

We  passed  a  bill  which  provided  for 
trying  out  a  new  program  for  wheat, 
which  program,  whether  it  worked  or 
not,  would  be  of  some  benefit.  There 
would  not  have  been  a  great  deal  of 
stored  wheat  under  that  program.  We 
are  spending  $1  billion  a  year  for  stor¬ 
age  alone. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  And 
interest  and  carrying  charges. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  a  great  deal 
of  money  to  pay  for  handling,  storage, 
and  interest — carrying  charges. 

•,  Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  $3  million  a 
day. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  $3  million  a  day 
for  carrying  charges  and  storage. 

We  tried  to  apply  a  two -price  system 
to  wheat.  There  was  nothing  particu¬ 
larly  new  about  it.  We  went  back  to 
what  was  known  as  the  old  McNary- 
Haugen  bill  of  30  years  ago  or  more.  It 
was  substantially  the  same.  It  was  pro¬ 
jected  on  the  same  philosophy.  There 
were  many  little  nuances  and  differ¬ 
ences  in  application,  but,  fundamentally, 
it  was  the  old  McNary-Haugen  domestic 
allotment  and  export  debenture  plan. 

But  that  bill  was  vetoed.  The  admin¬ 
istration  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  have  not  been  willing  to  accept 
a  thing  unless  it  looked  to  the  fulfillment 
of  Mr.  Benson’s  idea  of  no  supports,  and 
turning  the  farmer  loose,  as  he  says. 
That  is  where  we  get  into  controversy. 
The  farmer  can  afford  to  be  turned  loose 
better  than  anyone  else  in  the  economy, 
if  we  turn  everyone  else  loose  at  the 
same  time.  But  he  cannot  exist  in  a 
world  of  artificiality  in  every  other 
phase  of  our  economic  life  if  he  is  the 
only  man  who  is  turned  loose.  That 
means  he  is  in  the  squeeze. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  his  replies  to 
the  questions  which  I  asked. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  before 
proceeding  to  another  subject? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  left  the  impression 
that  the  Government  would  have  about 
$11  billion  worth  of  grain  in  its  bins. 
That  is  the  total  amount  of  the  loans, 
many  of  which  have  been  paid.  The 
greatest  carryover  of  wheat  that  is  ex¬ 
pected  is  1,300  million  bushels.  The 
corn  carryover  this  year  would  be  about 
the  same  amount,  together  with  some 
other  grains. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  some  cotton 
involved,  also. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  As  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  says,  there  is  about 
$11  billion  worth  of  grain  in  the  bins. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  But  that  is  a  poten¬ 
tial  cost  if  the  farmer  decides  to  aban¬ 
don  it  as  a  loan,  and  to  let  the  Govern¬ 
ment  become  the  purchaser. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  That 
would  be  true  if  none  of  the  loans  were 


redeemed.  A  large  percentage  of  them 
are.  The  Government  would  not  have 
anywhere  near  that  amount  of  grain  in 
default. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  cannot  help  but 
feel  rather  strongly  that,  after  25  years 
of  the  efforts  of  Congress,  by  controls 
planned  to  be  diverse,  but  in  the  end 
being  in  principle  identical,  we  have 
failed  to  solve  this  problem.  It  was  con¬ 
tended  that  by  means  of  controls  a  bal¬ 
ance  would  be  developed  between  rea¬ 
sonable  consumption  and  production. 
After  25  years  of  experience,  today  we 
are  in  a  worse  position  than  we  were 
when  we  started. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  has  made  the  statement  that  all 
the  programs  have  worked  substantially 
well  except  the  price  support  program. 
I  recognize  that  we  cannot  suddenly  pull 
out,  but  I  am  also  firmly  of  the  opinion 
that  we  cannot  continue  to  subsidize  to 
the  extent  we  have  been  subsidizing 
without  producing  ill  results. 

I  have  listened  to  such  statements  as, 
“Let  us  work  on  the  problem>  We  will 
come  up  with  something.’’  We  have 
worked  for  25  years,  and  nothing  has 
come  from  our  efforts.  We  are  sink¬ 
ing  deeper  and  deeper  into  the  mire.  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Georgia; 
since  we  are  subsidizing  the  merchant 
marine,  the  airlines,  the  metal  produc¬ 
ers,  and  the  truckers  on  the  highways — 
and  the  railroads  are  now  asking  for  a 
subsidy — I  suppose  we  must  subsidize  all 
up  and  down  the  line.  / 

I  was  at  the  airport  in  Cleveland  on 
Friday  morning.  The  Supervisor  of 
Limousines  said,  “Senator,  I  want  you 
to  do  something  for  me.”  I  said,  “What 
is  It?”  He  said,  “I  want  you  to  get  the 
Congress  to  pass  a  subsidy  for  limousine 
supervisors,  but  for  no  one  else.” 

That  statement  was  far  graver  to  me 
than  it  was  to  him.  There  was  this  lit¬ 
tle  man,  with  his  uniform  and  his  taxi¬ 
cab  director's  cap.  He  is  beginning  to 
say,  “You  are  subsidizing  e\>ery  one 
else.”  He  as  much  as  said,  “I  am  paying 
the  bill.” 

From  the  standpoint  of  Ohio,  the 
farmers  are  sick  and  tired  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  trying  to  tell  them,  “We  have  the 
Utopia.  We  will  provide  the  formula.” 
We  have  tried  for  25  years,  and  we  have 
produced  nothing.  We  are  worse  off 
than  when  we  started. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia,  I 
know  of  his  deep  interest  in  creating 
stable  economic  conditions.  My  remarks 
are  not  directed  at  him,  because  I  know 
of  his  legitimate  and  honest  objective 
in  trying  to  establish  stable  govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  remark  was  not  directed  at  me  when 
he  made  his  eloquent  statement  about 
the  Congress  promising  the  farmers 
utopia.  I  was  completely  exculpated.  I 
have  never  promised  them  utopia.  I 
have  never  known  where  to  find  it  in  the 
farm  program.  However,  I  think  it  be¬ 
hooves  us  to  try  to  see  that  the  farmer 
enjoys  some  of  the  blessings  of  this 
modern-day  civilization. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  can 
understand  the  concern  of  many  people 
over  the  cost  of  the  programs  and  how 
they  are  being  operated.  Some  of  them 
are  not  operating  as  successfully  as  they 
should.  However,  the  alternative  of  no 
price  support  program  whatever  would 
be  immeasurably  worse.  We  would  have 
a  bankrupt  agriculture  today  if  it  were 
not  for  these  programs.  Until  we  find  a 
better  means  of  assuring  some  semblance 
of  fair  prices  to  the  farmers  of  America, 
we  would  be  doing  a  disservice  to  all  the 
people  of  the  country  if  we  were  to  let 
this  important  segment  of  our  economy 
lose  its  purchasing  power,  as  happened 
only  a  few  years  ago. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  desire  to  prolong  this  debate  un¬ 
necessarily.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  exactly  right. 

Whatever  our  difficulties  may  be,  our 
country  is  the  only  country  in  the  world 
which  is  struggling  with  the  problem  of 
too  much  to  eat  and  too  much  to  wear. 
We  should  thank  God  that  we  alone,  of 
all  the  countries  of  the  world,  do  not 
have  the  problem  of  too  little  to  eat  and 
too  little  to  wear.  We  have  a  very  grave 
problem  today.  We  are  indeed  fortunate 
in  having  too  much  to  eat  and  too  much 
to  wear,  rather  than  having  to  face  the 
problem  with  naked  backs  and  empty 
bellies. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  salute  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  his  statement. 
I  have  often  thought  that  as  we  com¬ 
plain  about  the  abundance  of  our  great 
agricultural  economy,  and  sometimes 
register  public  criticism,  we  Should  think 
of  what  Mr.  Khrushchev  would  do  with 
such  an  abundance.  The  aim,  the  hope, 
and  the  ambition  of  the  Soviet  leaders 
and  of  the  leaders  of  Communist  China 
is  to  be  able  to  design  an  agricultural 
economy  which  will  come  even  close  to 
approximating  the  agricultural  abund¬ 
ance  of  the  United  States.  The  one 
thing  in  which  the  Soviet  leaders  must 
always  admit  they  are  behind  the  United 
States  is  agricultural  production.  Our 
problem,  apparently,  is  the  abundance 
of  our  farm  production. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  that  abund¬ 
ance  can  be  well  used  if  we  design  the 
proper  programs  for  oversea  utilization 
and  for  utilization  here  at  home.  I  see 
on  the  floor  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper].  He  comes  from  a  State 
which  has  been  beset  with  grave  prob¬ 
lems  because  of  difficulties  in  the  coal 
industry.  The  two  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  from  West  Virginia  have  addressed 
the  Senate  again  and  again  about  the 
problem  of  the  needy  people  in  their 
State. 

Perhaps  some  day — and  I  hope  it  will 
be  in  this  session — we  will  adopt  a  food 
stamp  plan,  so  that  an  American  citi¬ 
zen  who,  .through  no  fault  of  his  own, 
finds  himself  incapable  of  meeting  some 
of  his  immediate  needs  in  providing  for 
his  family,  can  walk  into  a  grocery  store 
and  have  made  available  to  him  our 
abundant  agricultural  production, 
through  the  use  of  food  stamps,  and  in 
that  way  can  take  home  to  his  family 
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some  of  the  products  about  which  we 
complain,  but  processed  and  ready  for 
use. 

That  can  be  done.  However,  what 
happens  when  we  propose  such  plans  or 
introduce  bills  providing  for  such  plans? 
What  happens  in  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et?  The  word  comes  down,  “No.” 
They  run  the  mimeograph  machines  and 
complain  about  the  abundance.  They 
never  turn  on  the  brains  and  figure  out 
how  to  use  the  abundance. 

I  do  not  mind  an  administration  which 
puts  on  the  stop  light  or  the  go  light. 
I  complain  about  the  amber  light — that 
period  betwixt  and  between — which 
shows  that  the  administration  has  not 
made  up  its  mind  as  to  what  it  wants  in 
an  agricultural  policy,  except  to  say, 
“Let  things  get  worse.”  That  they  are, 
Mr.  President.  Thank  goodness  we  have 
some  programs  in  effect. 

I  see  on  the  floor  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young].  He  has 
been  one  of  those  who  have  favored  a 
sound  policy.  Had  the  administration 
listened  to  his  advice  about  wheat,  cereal 
grains,  and  feed  grains,  and  if  it  had 
listened  to  the  voices  of  some  of  the  rest 
of  us  as  to  other  commodities,  in  my 
opinion,  the  situation  would  be  consid¬ 
erably  better  for  the  taxpayers  and  for 
the  consuming  public. 

Speaking  of  the  consuming  public,  I 
should  like  to  Say  that  if  the  present 
trend  continues,  with  fewer  farmers  on 
the  land  and  fewer  farms,  and  with 
more  absentee  ownership  and  more  cor¬ 
porate  farms,  the  day  is  not  far  distant 
when  the  American  consumer  will  be 
faced  with  a  kind  of  factory  farms  with 
hired  hands;  and  when  Mr.  Hoffa  and 
others  will  move  forward  and  organize 
the  farm  hands.  When  that  day  comes 
I  can  see  editors  and  editorial  writers — 
and  I  say  this  most|  respectfully — who 
have  a  little  difficulty  differentiating  be¬ 
tween  a  petunia  and  a  good  field  of  corn, 
saying,  “If  only  we  had  the  good  old 
days  back  again,  when  we  had.  the  fam¬ 
ily  farm.” 

I  say  that  because  if  conditions  con¬ 
tinue  as  they  are  there  will  be  more 
processing  companies.  That  is  the 
situation  today  in  the  poultry  industry. 
The  poultry  feed  industry  now  has  con¬ 
trol  over  farmers  as  though  they  were 
hired  hands.  Thousands  and  thousands 
of  birds  on  the  huge  poultry  farms  and 
on  egg  farms  are  controlled  by  them, 
and  the  farmer  owns  nothing,  appar¬ 
ently,  but  the  privilege,  if  we  can  call 
it  that,  or  the  right  of  raising  the 
chickens.  The  feed  is  brought  in,  and 
the  fanner  does  not  own  the  chickens, 
and  he  does  not  own  the  eggs.  He  is  a 
hired  hand  on  his  own  farm. 

I  do  not  like  tha't  condition.  It  is  not 
in  the  pattern  of  American  agriculture. 
More  of  that  will  produce  not  lower  con¬ 
sumer  prices  but  higher  consumer  prices 
by  far.  It  will  change  the  pattern  of  the 
American  countryside.  I  am  thinking 
of  towns  in  North  Dakota  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  and  I  know,  and 
some  towns  in  Minnesota  that  he  and  I 
know,  where  there  are  schools  and 
churches  and  Main  Streets  and  baseball 
parks  and  small  clubs.  Those  little 


towns  are  the  heartlands  of  America.  In 
some  cases  those  towns  have  become 
ghost  towns.  I  know  of  literally  hun¬ 
dreds  of  farm  families,  right  around  one 
of  our  cities  in  Minnesota,  who  have  left 
the  land,  and  farms  are  becoming  bigger 
and  bigger  units,  with  fewer  and  fewer 
farmers. 

I  say  to  my  friends  who  are  on  Main 
Street  that  that  is  the  situation  with 
which  we  are  confronted.  I  ask  them: 
Who  is  going  to  buy  the  merchandise, 
who  is  going  to  support  the  school? 
Who  is  going  to  take  care  of  the 
churches?  Who  is  going  to  support  the 
community  clubs? 

Oh,  Mr.  President,  apparently  every¬ 
body  is  going  to  move  to  Cleveland,  to 
Minneapolis,  to  Chicago,  to  Buffalo,  or 
to  Rochester — I  say  that  to  the  Presid¬ 
ing  Officer  [Mr.  Keating  in  the  chan] — 
or  to  Louisville.  However,  I  should  like 
to  point  out  that  the  problems  for  the 
cities  grow  worse  and  worse.  Financing 
become  more  difficult.  Sanitation  and 
police  protection  become  more  difficult. 
Juvenile  delinquency  problems  increase, 
so  far  as  the  younger  element  is  con¬ 
cerned,  and  the  problem  of  jobs  for  the 
older  people  becomes  more  difficult.  All 
that  some  people  can  think  of  is,  “Well, 
the  farmers  ought  to  be  more  efficient.” 
Apparently  we  have  made  them  so  effi¬ 
cient  that  the  inefficient  Department  of 
/Agriculture  does  not  know  what  to  do 
about  the  problem.  A  good  farm  pro¬ 
gram  can  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  comments  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota.  He  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect.  The' farmers  are  receiving  less 
today  for  their  basic  commodities — 
wheat,  corn,  cotton,  dairy  products,  and 
almost  everything  they  produce — than 
they  did  10  years  ago.  That  is  something 
that  I  am  sure  few  consumers  realize, 
namely,  that  the  farmer  is  receiving  far 
less  today  for  all  these  commodities  than 
he  received  10  years  ago.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  industrial  producer  who  is  re¬ 
ceiving  less  today  than  he  did  10  years 
ago. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  knows 
that  whenever  we  read  about  farmers 
today,  we  read  about  someone  getting  a 
price  support  loan  of  $250,000,  or  some¬ 
thing  like  that;  or  about  someone  put¬ 
ting  his  cousin’s  golf  course  under  the 
soil  bank.  Of  course  there  will  always 
be  a  few  thieves.  There  will  always  be 
those  who  will  disobey  the  law.  How¬ 
ever,  they  are  not  the  general  run. 
There  are  always  some  who  want  iome 
special  privileges.' 

We  do  not  condemn  the  entire  bank¬ 
ing  structure  of  the  country — the  inde¬ 
pendent  banker,  the  small  banker  in  our 
hometown — because  a  big  bank  has 
pulled  a  fast  deal.  A  few  of  them  have, 
of  course.  We  are  proud  of  our  banking 
system. 

'  We  do  not  condemn  the  whole  business 
structure  of  America  because  there  hap- 
pe‘n  to  be  some  pretty  big  businesses,  and 
because  some  of  them  take  advantage 
of  the  market,  for  example. 


I  wonder  why  Members  of  Congress  are 
not  so  irate  at  some  airplane  companies 
for  overcharging  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  on  defense  planes  as  they  are  about 
some  fanner  getting  an  overpayment.  It 
is  interesting  that  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office  should  reveal  that  some  of  the 
large  manufacturing  establishments  have 
actually  overcharged  the  Government  of 
the  United  States.  When  such  a  revela¬ 
tion  is  made,  hardly  a  ripple  goes  through 
Congress.  However,  if  a  farmer  leases 
his  land  under  the  soil  bank,  and  gets  a 
large  payment,  it  (becomes  the  subject  of 
a  great  big  investigation. 

I  hope  Senators  will  not  misunder¬ 
stand  me.  That  is  wrong.  An  overpay¬ 
ment  is  wrong.  I  certainly  do  not  wish 
to  justify  any  wrongs.  I  do  not  justify 
one  wrong  because  someone  else  does 
another  wrong.  All  I  am  asking' is  that 
we  take  the  same  lock  at  the  agricultural 
program.  By  and  large,  without  the  pro¬ 
gram,  bad  as  it  is,  the  situation  would 
be  incredibly  worse. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  object  to  the 
Senator  sending  his  amendment  to  the 
desk.  I  understand  that  the  pending 
amendment  is  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams.] 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  amendment  is  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  send  my  amendment 
to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  it  printed, 
together  with  the  statement,  attached  to 
it,  which  is  a  justification  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  That  statement  appears  at  pages 
1087  and  1088  of  the  hearings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed 
and  will  lie  on  the  table;  and,  without 
objection,  the  statement  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  statement,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service  Salaries  and 
Expenses 

“The  budget  estimate  provides  a  total  of 
$7,421,300  for  the  operation  of  this  activity 
during  the  coming  year.  Of  this  amount, 
$4,268,300  is  requested  as  a  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  and  $2,593,000  is  requested  as  a  transfer 
from  section  32  funds.  In  addition,  the  use 
of  $560,000  is  foreign  currencies  derived  from 
sales  under  Public  Law  480  is  proposed. 

"The  committee  recommends  total  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1960  of  $7,321,300.  Of  this 
amount,  $3,518,300  is  provided  by  direct  ^ap¬ 
propriation,  $2,493,000  is  provided  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  section  32,  and  $1,310,000  is  pro¬ 
vided  from  Public  Law  480  local  currencies. 
Since  local  currencies  are  now  available  in 
large  amounts,  the  committee  feels  that  they 
should  be  used  for  a  greater  part  of  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
operations  than  heretofore”  (House  Rept. 
(P-21)). 

justification 

Use  of  foreign  currencies  in  lieu- of  appro¬ 
priated  dollars:  The  House  action  in  reduc¬ 
ing  the  estimate  for  appropriated  dollars  by 
$750,000  and  increasing  the  limitation  on  for¬ 
eign  currencies  by  $750,000  proposes  the  use 
of  foreign  currencies  for  expenditures  which 
as  a  practical  matter  can  only  be  made  in 
dollars.  The  Department  is  in  agreement 
with  the  principle  of  utilizing  foreign  cur- 
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rencies  to  the  maxlmti^fi  extent  practicable. 
However,  whin  the  necessary  requirements 
of  the  Service;  are  considered  along  with  the 
currencies  which  are  available  in  particular 
countries,  the  Use  of  currencies  to  the  extent 
contemplated  by' the  House  action  would  be 
impracticable.  \ 

This  is  illustrated  by  the  following: 

1.  Only  31  of  the  53  foreign  posts  are  lo¬ 
cated  in  countries  having  Public  Law  480 
agreements.  In  several  of  these  countries 
the  agreements  were  in  small  amounts  and 
currencies  have  all  been  utilized.  In  some 
others  the  amounts  available  are  not  suffi¬ 
cient  to  carry  programs  beyond  1930. 

2.  The  foreign  funds  provided  for  market 
development  under  section  104(a)  of  Public 
Law  480  amount  to  less  than  2  percent  of  the 
total  receipts  of  foreign  currfenties  resulting 
from  the  sale  of  surplus  commodities  under 
title  I  on  Public  Law  480.  All  available  funds 
have  been  allocated  in  some  countries,  where 
market  development  work  can  be  most  effec¬ 
tive.  Uses  by  other  agencies  are  taking  all 
of  the  funds  in  some  other  countries.  For 
example,  in  section  104(h)  Congress  gave  the 
Secretary  of  State  a  priority  in  each  country 
for  funds  up  to  $1  millloh  a  year  for  a  period 
of  up  to  5  years  for  the  international  ex¬ 
change  program.  In  several  countries  where 
large  amounts  of  funds  are  available,  only 
limited  market  development  activities  or  oth¬ 
er  agricultural  attache  work  is  feasible  at 
this  time,  for  example:  Indonesia,  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  and  Poland. 

3.  Foreign  currencies  can  be  used  for  only 
a  limited  part  of  the  needs  of  the  Service. 
To  use  foreign  currencies  for  other  costs 
would  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  by  limiting  the  areas  in  which  work 
can  be  done  or  by  limiting  the  conditions 
under  which  it  could  be  carried  out.  For¬ 
eign  currencies  are  not  “available  in  large 
amounts”  to  FAS  in  most  of  the  countries 
in  which  the  work  is  carried  out. 

4.  If  the  foreign  currencies  authorized  can¬ 
not'  be  made  available  in  countries  where 
they  can  be  used,  a  serious  situation  would 
develop  which  could  not  be  met  without  fur¬ 
ther  action  by  the  Congress. 

5.  The  increasing  use  of  foreign  Currencies 
seriously  complicates  administration  and  in¬ 
creases  administrative  costs.  Usini  a  differ¬ 
ent  currency  in  each  country  with  constantly 
changing  rates  of  exchange  and  with  vary¬ 
ing  acceptability  for  payment  of  obligations, 
imposes  serious  and  costly  administrative 
problems." 

ADDRESS  BY  SUPREME  COURT  JUS¬ 
TICE  WILLIAM  O."  DOUGLAS  Ol 

MISCONCEPTION  OP  THE  JUDI¬ 
CIAL  FUNCTION  AND  THE  RESPON¬ 
SIBILITY  OF  THE  BAR 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  most  articulate  and  fortnight  de¬ 
fenders  of  our  civil  liberties  as  guar¬ 
anteed  to  us  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  is  Suprema/court  Justice 
William  O.  Douglas,  v/s  speeches,  his 
writings,  and  most  inurortant  of  all,  his 
great  decisions  on  questions  of  civil  liber¬ 
ties,  have  been  an  inspiration  to  all  of  us 
who  cherish  our  American  freedoms.  \ 

In  view  of  the  intacks  which  have  been 
taking  place  inrthe  past  several  months 
on  the  U.S.impreme  Court  and  on  its 
decisions,  IJnink  it  is  well  that  we  take  a 
good,  harmook  at  exactly  what  is  the  role 
of  the  Supreme  Court  under  our  form  of 
government.  Justice  Douglas  in  his  re¬ 
cent  Speech  at  the  Columbia  University 
Lawmeview  dinner  attempted  to  do  just 
It. 

rI  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Justice 
)ouglas'  excellent  address,  as  it  was  pub¬ 


lished  in  thb  Columbia  Law  Review  of 
February  1959,  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  on  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  note  one  paragraph  in  particular 
of  Justice  Douglas’  fine  speech : 

Faith,  in  America  is  faith  in  her  free  insti¬ 
tutions  or  it  is  nothing.  The  Constitution 
we  adopted  launched  a  daring  and  bold  ex¬ 
periment.  Under  that  compact  we  agreed  to 
tolerate  even  ideas  we  despise.  We  also 
agreed  never  to  prosecute  people  merely  for 
their  ideas  or  beliefs. 

It  would  be  well,  in  my  judgment,  for 
those  who  have  made  such  vicious  at¬ 
tacks  upon  the  Court  to  make  a  careful 
study  of  these  words  of  Justice  Douglas: 

Exhibit  1 

On  Misconception  of  the  Judicial  Func¬ 
tion  and  the  Responsibility  of  the  Bar 
(Justice  William  O.  Douglas  *) 

While  being  interviewed  recently  by  stu¬ 
dents  in  Washington,  D.C.,  I  was  asked  by  ^ 
a  serious  looking  young  man:  “What  is  thj 
attitude  of  the  Court  these  days  towai 
Jabor?”  I  was  rather  surprised  by  the  qu6s- 
in  since  it  seemed  to  assume  that  judges 
siNiot  to  dispense  justice  but  to  adrrjjmister 
theft  prejudices. 

AnVAmerican  court  is  supposed  be  pro- 
lst  amendment,  pro-4th  ajnenchftent,  pro- 
5th  amendment,  pro-14th  amendment,  and 
so  on,  foiNi  is  the  Constitution  that  judges 
are  sworn  \o  defend.  But  it  is  somewhat 
shocking  toNiear  that  Mnerican  judges 
are  expected  t^fce  pro  or  against  anyone  who 
stands  before  tfitem  for /pistice. 

The  legislature^!  cofirse  passes  laws  that 
favor  or  disfavor \tDrtain  groups.  Judges 
who  enforce  these  JW’s  according  to  their 
terms,  however,  caig  noWairly  have  attributed 
to  them  the  paidrality  N  those' who  passed 
the  laws.  It  if  the  ver^^ssence  of  a  gov¬ 
ernment  of  lfras  that  thXpredilections  of 
judges  not  cfcxy  the  day,  ana^hat  the  law  as 
written  by  fixe  lawmakers  be  applied  equally 
to  all.  Tins  I  had  assumed  to  bKelementary. 

I  had  lUmwise  assumed  that  the  Npvision  of 
our  Constitution  have  the  sameNcope  for 
everyone.  But  after  being  questioned  by  the 
young  student  and  after  reading  son\com- 
fntators  who  proclaim  that  at  least  \  se- 
ity  cases  the  courts  should  use  an  Vb- 
rbreviated  form  of  due  process  of  law,  I  wol^ 
der  whether  the  hysteria  of  a  few  has  no* 
made  new  demands  on  us.  I  recall  Huthee- 
sing’s  description  of  a  trial  of  so-called 
counterrevolutionaries  in  Communist  China.2 
The  victims  stood  with  their  eyes  to  the 
ground  and  their  hands  behind  their  backs. 
Long  streamers  hung  over  their  shoulders 
proclaiming  them  to  be  criminals  and  trai¬ 
tors.  The  prosecutor’s  address  was  inter¬ 
rupted  by  the  crowd  which  clamored  for  ret¬ 
ribution.  When  the  prosecutor  finished 
the  people  shouted  for  the  blood  of  the 
victims.  They  even  threw  eggs,  tomatoes, 
and  stones  at  the  accused.  And  the  defend¬ 
ants  were  given  no  chance  to  reply  to  the 
charges.  The  governing  principle  was  that 
those  whom  the  public  condemns-  the  judges 
should  execute.  Certainly,  that  is  not  the 
kind  of  justice  America  wants  even  when  the 
courts  deal  with  people  as  despised  here  as 
“counterrevolutionaries”  are  despised  in 
Communist  lands. 


1  Associate  Justice,  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  This  article  is  based  on  an 
address  prepared  for  delivery  at  the  annual 
banquet  of  the  Columbia  Law  Review  on 
April  3,  1959. 

2  Hutheesing,  “The  Great  Peace,”  201-203 
(1953). 


Early  in  our  history,  John  Marshall,  pre¬ 
siding  over  the  trial  of  Aaron  Burr,  depl/ered 
“any  attempt  *  *  *  to  prejudice  the  Public 
judgment,  and  to  try  any  person  *  A  *  by 
public  feelings,  which  may  be  and  cfften  are 
artificially  excited  against  the  innocent  as 
well  as  the  guilty.  *  *  *  A  practice  not  less 
dangerous  than  it  is  criminal,  y  *  *”  3  This 
is  a  lesson  in  Americanism  tlyat  needs  to  be 
taught  many  times  over. 

It  is  difficult  at  times  icY people  to  realize 
that  the  despised  minorities  in  our  midst 
are  entitled  to  equal  justice  under  law.  It 
is  easy  to  take  the  accusation  as  the  proof 
and  to  condemn  without  more  those  who  are 
charged  with  suchC  unspeakable  crimes  as 
sedition  or  espionage.  Yet  we  know  from 
experience  that  Jn  shortcuts  are  taken  as  to 
some  citizens/a  precedent  is  established 
which  lowers/the  moral  tone  of  the  law  and 
degrades  it ,/  Other  minorities  become  the 
next  victims  as  the  breakdown  in  our  safe¬ 
guards  fuad  gurantees  continues. 

Thesar  safeguards  and  guarantees  are  de- 
signedcto  protect  the  citizen  not  only  against 
moM  but  against  government  itself.  Pro¬ 
cedural  due  process  gives  protection  to  the 
arcizen  against  overreaching  officials.  Abuse 
>f  power  by  government  is  an  ancient  evil. 
Those  who  drafted  the  Constitution  and 
Bill  of  Rights  had  personal  experience  with 
attorneys  general,  public  prosecutors,  and 
even  judges  who  were  willing  to  take  short¬ 
cuts  to  carry  out  the  will  of  a  king.  They 
knew  as  well  that  a  majority  in  a  democratic 
society  could  be  as  tyrannical  as  any  king. 
Our  procedural  safeguards  were  interposed, 
therefore,  to  prevent  overreaching  by  offi¬ 
cials,  to  immunize  trials  from  public  hys¬ 
teria,  and  to  make  the  public  trial  in  Amer¬ 
ica  a  calm,  objective  affair,  not  a  spectacle. 

These  days  there  is  occasional  derision  of 
judges  who  insist  on  a  meticulous  observ¬ 
ance  of  these  safeguards.  I  have  even  heard 
a  few  lawyers  say  that  decisions  requiring 
the  observance  of  procedural  safeguards 
when  so-called  subversives  were  at  trial  ex¬ 
alted  technicalities  to  the  detriment  of  the 
security  of  the  Nation.  Thoughtful  lawyers 
never  indulge  in  that  pastime;  they  never 
downgrade  procedure  to  technicalities.  Law¬ 
yers  before  everyone  else  know  that  proce¬ 
dure  is  the  touchstone  of  our  free  society, 
that  it  is  the  very  essence  of  due  process. 
In  the  words  of  one  of  our  greatest  lawyers : 

“At  the  foundation  of  our  civil  liberty  lies 
the  principle  which  denies  to  government  of¬ 
ficials  an  exceptional  position  before  the  law 
and  which  subjects  them  to  the  same  rules 
of  conduct  that  are  commands  to  the  citi¬ 
zen.  And  in  the  development  of  our  liberty 
insistence  upon  procedural  regularity  has 
Lbeen  a  large  factor.  Respect  for  law  will 
^ot  be  advanced  by  resort,  in  its  enforce- 
ent,  to  means  which  shock  the  common 
mat’s  sense  of  decency  and  fairplay.” 4 

C^rts  in  recent  years  have  had  to  make 
manyN'ulings  on  matters  of  procedure  in 
cases  revolving  the  so-called  subversive. 
Should  the  regulations  of  an  agency  be 
suspendedN^-nd  the  agency  allowed  to  act 
lawlessly  n^rely  because  a  so-called  sub¬ 
versive  is  involved?  Should  the  presump¬ 
tion  of  innoceNe  be  denied  those  who  are 
alleged  to  have  Vommit ted  offenses  against 
the  security  of  t»e  Nation?  What  kind  of 
notice  should  a  crtzen  have  before  he  is 
charged  and  convicted!  of  contempt  either  of 
the  courts  or  of  Confess.  Contempt  is  a 
criminal  offense.  Should  that  notice  be  as 
definite  as  the  notice  or  ^rning  required  in 
the  case  of  other  crimes? 

Notice  is  deeply  embedded^1  our  concepts 
of  due  process  both  where  libetoy  and  where 
property  are  involved,  but  there  \s  sometimes 
pressure  to  lower  the  standard^,  when  se- 


3  United  States  v  Burr,  25  Fed.  Ca^25,  27 
(No.  14692b)  (C.C.D.  Va.  1807) . 

4  Burdeau  v.  McDowell,  256  U.S.  465/V77 
(1921)  (Brandeis,  J.,  dissenting). 
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curity  cases  are  before  a  court.  Arthur 
Krock,  in  commenting  on  one  of  these  cases, 
said? 

“ThV.  only  ‘remedial  legislation’  Congress 
could  slxpply  in  a  situation  like  this  would 
have  to  (1)  a  date  for  compliance  must 
be  that  intended  by  a  committee,  even  if  it 
was  not  conveyed  to  a  witness,  or  not  con¬ 
veyed  unmistakably;  (2)  whenever  a  com¬ 
mittee  cites  a  vntness  for  noncompliance  on 
a  certain  date,  the  courts  must  accept  that 
action  as  sufficienfMoroof  the  witness  perfect¬ 
ly  well  knew  what  the  date  was. 

“The  absurdity,  nXt  to  mention  the  un¬ 
constitutionality  and\tyranny,  of  such  a 
statute,  is  as  obvious  the  prospect  that 
Congress  would  never  pass\such  legislation.”  5 * 

There  can  be  no  more  important  case  be¬ 
fore  any  court  than  one  involving  the  se¬ 
curity  of  the  Nation.  Yet  Security  cases 
were  occasions  for  such  great  oppression  in 
days  before  our  Constitution  thsrC  the  fram¬ 
ers  established  special  safeguardsSfor  their 
prosecution.  Treason — the  most  heinous  of 
all  crimes — has  a  peculiarly  high  standard  of 
proof  written  into  article  III,  sectionSffi  of 
the  Constitution.  The  definition  supplies  a 
“hard  test” 0  in  order  to  avoid  the  evils\>f 
prosecutions  for  such  illusory  and  dangero 
charges  as  “compassing”  a  ruler’s  death.7 

The  philosophy  of  our  system  of  laws  is 
that  men  and  women  can  be  prosecuted  only 
for  overt  acts,  not  for  their  ideas.  This  re¬ 
quirement  has  had  a  long  history.  The  ter¬ 
rible  trials  of  the  Inquisition  were  concerned 
mainly  with  matters  of  dogma  and  belief, 
not  with  conduct  against  the  Christian 
faith.  The  late  A.  Powell  Davies  wrote; 

“Looking  back  over  the  Christian  cen¬ 
turies,  one  is  compelled  to  notice  that  not  a 
single  martyr  has  been  burned  at  the  stake 
for  not  going  the  second  mile,  or  for  being 
anxious  about  material  things,  or  for  laying 
up  treasures  upon  the  earth.  Nor  has  any¬ 
one  been  persecuted  for  not  loving  his  neigh¬ 
bor  as  himself.  *  *  *  But  if  *  *  *  you  ex¬ 
pressed  your  belief  about  obscure  matters 
through  an  unauthorized  formula  *  *  *  you 
would  be  excommunicated  and  perhaps  even 
lose  your  life.”8  ' 

Our  Bill  of  Rights  was  in  part  a  reaction 
against  that  gloomy  chapter  in  history.  As 
Jefferson  wrote,  “  *  *  *  it  is  time  enough 
for  the  rightful  purposes  of  civil  govern¬ 
ment  for  its  officers  to  interfere  when  prin¬ 
ciples  break  out  into  overt  acts  against  peace 
and  good  order.  *  *  »”  Clarence  Darrow  had 
much  history  on  his  side  when  he  said  that 
“there  is  no  such  crime  as  a  crime  of 
thought;  there  are  only  crimes  of  action.” 

These  high  ideals  of  our  system  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  yrere  well  expressed  by  Thomas  E. 
Dewey  in  a  famous  debate  with  Harold  E. 
Stassen  in  1948.  The  question  was  whethi 
the  Communist  Party  should  be  outlaw 
Governor  Dewey,  who  took  the  negati^  of 
the  proposition,  made  the  plea  that/ "we 
should  prosecute  men  for  the  crimes  they 
commit  but  never  for  the  ideas  tj/at  they 
have.”  8 * *  He  emphasized  the  neey  to  avoid 
the  adoption  of  totalitarian  metiKods  to  de¬ 
feat  Communist  tactics.  He  pleaded  with , 
Americans  to  be  true  to  theif  tradition  of 
freedom.  “The  free  world ytooks  to  us  for 
hope,”  he  said,  “for  leadenwiip  and  most  of 
all  for  a  demonstration^)!  our  invincible 
faith.  The  free  way  oDflife  will  triumph  so 
long  as  we  keep  it  ire/”  10  He  reviewed  the 


5  New  York  Tinges,  March  17,  1959,  p.  32, 
column  4; 

8  Haupt'  v.  United  States,  330  U.S.  631,  644 
(1947). 

7  Cramer  /  United  States,  325  U.S.  1,  28 
(1945). 

8  “The  Mind  and  Faith  of  A.  Powell  Davies,’ 

307  (Dmafglas  ed.  1959) . 

0  De/ey  &  Stassen,  "Should  the  Communist 

Party  In  the  United  States  Be  Outlawed.”  14 

Vitiffi  Speeches  of  the  Day,  482,  486  (1948). 

»» Ibid. 


history  of  the  Alien  and  Sedition  Laws  in  this 
country,  pointing  out  how  they  hurt  and 
hindered  the  cause  of  free  Government  in 
America.  The  lesson  they  taught  us,  he 
said,  was  that  you  cannot  “shoot  an  ideea 
with  the  law.” u  He  ended  by  saying  “Let 
us  go  forward  as  Free  Americans.  Let  us 
have  the  courage  to  be  free.” 12 

One  sometimes  needs  to  go  abroad  to  get 
perspective  on  his  own  country.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  reputation  for  intolerance  has  grown 
alarmingly  in  recent  years.  The  attitudes 
that  reach  the  foreign  press  are  not  so  much 
the  quiet  work  of  courts  in  seeing  that  even 
the  despised  person  gets  a  fair  trial,  as  the 
pronouncements  of  officials  and  other  groups 
condemning  people  not  for  their  deeds  but 
for  their  ideas.  The  witch  hunt,  in  addition 
to  putting  much  pressure  on  agencies  of  gov¬ 
ernment  to  lower  the  standards  of  law  ad¬ 
ministration  at  home,  has  done  us  incal¬ 
culable  damage  abroad. 

When  the  FBI  was  making  the  so-called 
Red  Raids  in  1920,  shamefully  arresting  many 
innocent  people  in  a  vast  dragnet,  there  was 
a  current  saying,  “Civil  liberties?  So  is  your 
old  man.”  That  slurring  comment  stung 
like  a  lash  at  the  time  and  lingers  as  one  of 
our  most  melancholy  memories.  -It  was  re¬ 
peated  in  similar  words  during  the  late  for¬ 
ces  and  made  America  the  symbol  of  intoler¬ 
ance  in  Europe  and  Asia. 

travels  abroad  one  also  sees  in  new  per. 
speiJldve  the  role  of  a  judiciary  in  a  troublj 
worlcftv  Go  to  even  the  new  countries/ of 
BurmaMndia,  and  Israel  and  you  will  seemow 
judges  a»e  great  rocks  over  which  the/Waves 
of  hysteril^Dreak.  They  stand  their/own  in 
times  of  stOTm  and  stress,  and  do  n/  become 
agents  of  puoUc  passion. 

Often  there  Ve  segments  of  arfciety  which 
want  courts  to  b^r  agencies  of  imribution,  not 
dispensers  of  juNce.  It  is f  against  these 
groups  that  the  baAmust  l/  opposed.  It  is 
to  them  that  the  bar  Shoutfl  offer  lectures  and 
classes  on  the  true  Anraafeanism  of  our  Con¬ 
stitution  and  Bill  of/lUghts.  The  educa¬ 
tional  program  shoukfl  b^yextended  to  every 
public  forum,  everwtolassrNm.  It  must  re-' 
emphasize  to  eaclngeneratiomthat  in  America 
a  man  may  be  condemned  onV  for  what  he 
does,  not  for  vdlat  he  thinks  o  relieves. 

Those  wh^f would  convict  an*  so-called 
subversive,  Joking  any  necessary  Short  cuts 
to  reach  tpeir  ends,  often  point  toSLenin's 
dictum  "we  will  build  communism  with 
non-Co/munist  hands.”  With  that  Ns  a 
startup  point  they  conclude  that  anyoneNho 
insists  that  fair  trials  be  given  those  who 
charged  with  subversion  are  aiding  commij 
;m.  In  an  earlier  day.  Judge  Anderson,’ 
riting  of  the  obnoxious  arrests,  searches, 
and  prolonged  detentions,  incommunicado,  of 
hundreds  of  innocent  people  in  one  of  the 
FBI’s  Red  Raids,  decried  the  "lawlessness”  of 
"supposedly  law-enforcing  officials,”  who 
acted  with  “such  disregard  of  law  and  of 
properly  verified  facts.” 13  “It  may,  how¬ 
ever,  be  fitly  observed,”  he  said,  “that  a  mob 
is  a  mob,  whether  made  up  of  government 
officials  acting  under  instruction  from  the 
Department  of  Justice,  or  of  criminals,  loaf¬ 
ers,  and  the  vicious  classes.” 

The  strength  of  a  free  society  is  in  its 
free  institutions.  There  is  tremendous 
power  in  those  who  dare  to  be  free.  A  na¬ 
tion  gets  untold  strength  when  every  com¬ 
munity  knows  that  its  courts  are  not  agents 
of  passion,  that  justice  is  administered  im¬ 
partially.  We  can  not  generate  strength  by 
adopting  totalitarian  methods.  Every  short 
cut  against  procedural  and  constitutional 
safeguards  is  an  awful  precedent.  The  vic¬ 
tim  may  be  a  dyed-in-the-wool  Communist 
today,  but  tomorrow  he  may  be  only  one  who 
knew  a  Communist,  or  one  who  believed  in 


socialism,  or  one  who  was  opposed  to  the 
segregation  of  the  races.  Once  this  tactiq 
is  approved,  it  is  easy  to  accuse  a  person 
being  a  Communist  if  he  favors  wha/  a 
Soviet  regime  sponsors;  e.g.,  sociq 
medicine. 

Communism,  as  viewed  on  the  homfe  front, 
is  a  dismal  and  miserable  affair, yrevealing 
no  accurate  measure  of  its  potent/al  for  evil. 
One  has  to  travel  the  world  Xo  see  how 
truly  virulent  and  dangerous  it  can  become. 
But  even  in  the  dreary  and/far  reaches  of 
the  world  where  it  has  grievances  without 
number  to  exploit,  it  has/succeeded  in  fas¬ 
tening  itself  on  a  coun/y  only  in  extreme 
situations.  No  Communist  regime  has  yet 
ever  taken  over  a  demicratic  nation.  In 
Kerala,  a  state  in  India,  the  party  won  an 
election  in  1957— -Xs  first  parliamentary  vic¬ 
tory  in  world  hi/ory.  But  that  is  a  young 
democracy;  a xyf.  there  were  special  griev¬ 
ances,  including  an  average  annual  income 
of  $24  per  .person.  The  Communists  have 
vbeen  able  to  take  over  a  nation  by  force  and 
violence  Jo nly  under  one  of  two  conditions : 
(1)  sitafations  such  as  that  in  China  where 
grievances  and  sufferings  piled  high,  where 
moMfle  dropped  low,  and  where  there  were 
nq/aemocratic  means  to  effectuate  reforms; 
d  (2)  where  Communist  Party  members 
rere  propelled  into  positions  of  power  (as 
in  Eastern' Europe)  by  the  intervention  of  an 
army  from  a  neighboring  Communist 
country.  ~ 

Faith  un  America  is  faith  in  her  free  in¬ 
stitutions  or  it  is  nothing.  The  Constitu¬ 
tion  we  adopted  launched  a  daring  and  bold 
experiment.  Under  that  compact  we  agreed 
to  tolerate  even  ideas  we  despise.  We  also 
agreed  never  to  prosecute  people  merely  for 
their  ideas  or  beliefs.  We  have  had  many 
exponents  of  til's  faith;  and  none  had  been 
more  eloquent  than  Mr.  Justice  Holmes  in 
the  Abrams 14  and  Gitlow 15  cases,  Mr. 
Justice  Brandeis  in  the  Whitney  case,18  and 
Chief  Justice  Hughes  in  De  Jonge.17 

Our  experiment  repudiated  the  precept 
long  honored  by  totalitarian  regimes  that 
the  ends  justify  the  means.  Procedure  was 
in  the  forefront  of  the  minds  of  those  whp 
drafted  our  Bill  of  Rights;  the  first  eight 
amendments  are  indeed  mostly  devoted  to 
procedure.  They  have  been  construed  to  be 
applicable  only  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  not  to  the  States.  But  if  all  the  dis¬ 
senters  18  from  that  view  who  have  been  on 
the  Court  had  sat  at  one  time,  the  contrary 
would  have  been  established  and  we  would 
have  higher  standards  for  the  enforcement 
of  civil  rights  than  many  communities  pres- 
mtly  enjoy.  Yet  whatever  the  full  scope  of 
t\e  protection  offered  by  the  Bill  of  Rights 
mas  be,  it  is  clear  that  no  matter  how  elo¬ 
quently  the  rights  of  man  might  be  stated 
in  th\  abstract,  it  is  their  procedural  pro- 
tection\that  counts  when  a  crisis  arrives. 
These  procedural  safeguards  were  designed 
to  serve  everyone  in  the  community — the 
lowly  as  well  as  the  mighty,  the  despised  as 
well  as  the  restoected. 


21  Id.  at  489. 

12  Id.  at  487. 

13Colyer  v.  Skeffington,  265  Fed.  17,  43  (D. 
Mass.  1920). 


14  Abrams  v.  United  States,  250  U.S.  616, 
630  (1919)  (dissenting  opinion) . 

ir>  Gitlow  v.  New  nqrfc,  268  U.S.  652,  673 
(1925)  (dissenting  opSnion) . 

18  Whitney  v.  California l  274  U.S.  357,  375 
(1927)  (concurring  opinimi). 

17  De  Jonge  v.  Oregon,  Np  U.S.  353,  364 
(1937). 

18  Justices  Harlan  ( Twining  \New  Jersey, 
211  U.S.  78,  117  (1908)),  Fiel\(0’JVeil  v. 
Vermont,  144  U.S.  323,  363  (1892i),  Black, 
Douglas,  Murphy,  and  Rutledge  (Ramson 
v.  California,  332  U.S.  46,  124,  (1947*),  are 
six.  Justices  Bradley  and  Swayne  (SlHugh- 
ter-House  Cases,  83  U.S.  (16  Wall.)  36,  >118, 
(1873)),  once  had  that  view;  and  probaKdy" 
Mr.  Justice  Brewer  did  also  ( O’Neil  v.  Ver 
mont,  144  U.S.  323,  370-371  (1892)). 
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field  of  what  has  been  happening  for  some 
time  in  the  financial  and  diplomatic  fields. 
His  words  seem  to  show  a  vehement  desire  to 
^reform  the  base  of  his  country’s  foreign  pol¬ 
icy,  and  certainly  the  effect  of  such  words 
wiSi  be  to  awaken  greater  zeal  and  desire  for 
aid  >to  Latin  America]  in  the  enemy  camp, 
that  fs,  the  Republican  Party. 

“TheMntervention  of  Senator  Humphrey 
may  have  enough  drama  and  violence  to 
achieve  a  result  similar  to  that  caused  by  the 
shouts  and  stones  in  the  path  of  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  Nixon.  \Both  parties  of  the  Union  are 
becoming  convinced  that  there  is  much  to 
correct  in  InterVAmerican  relations  and,  as 
the  sorrowful  r entities  in  which  we  live 
point  up  the  urgency  for  this  change,  we  can 
hope,  if  not  for  a  Marshall  Plan  for  Latin 
America,  a  real  expression  of  U.S.  public 
opinion  in  support  of  effective  economic  aid 
to  the  group  of  nations  tlyat  most  influence 
the  prosperity  of  North  AmKrica,  present  and 
future.”  \ 

La  Tribuna,  Lima,  Peru,  Ap\il  10,  1959: 
Column  “Temas  Sindicales,”  uy  Luis  Lopez 
Aliaga:  \ 

“Democratic  Senator  Humphrey  >m.s  made 
important  statements  with  relation  so  Latin 
America.  “The  Latin  American  people,”  he 
said,  “want  an  end  to  semifeudai  conditions 
in  which  5  percent  of  the  population  oVms 
80^90  percent  of  the  land,  in  which  a  han?<- 
ful'of  nationals  and  foreigners  live  in  luxury 
and  abundance  while  the  majority  live  in 
squalor.”  Here,  the  engineer  Pascual  Saco 
Lanfranco  has  asserted  that,  of  1,696,716 
hectares’ — the  area  of  agricultural  enter¬ 
prises  of  the  sierra,  coast,  and  raontana — 
66.44  percent  (1,126,685  hectares)  belongs  to 
large  estates  of  more  than  100  hectares,  13.08 
percent  belongs  to  medium-sized  estates  (20 
to  100  hectares),  and  20.43  percent  belongs 
to  small  estates.  This  is  to  say  that  4.59 
percent  of  the  agricultural  enterprises  pos¬ 
sesses  66.44  percent  of  the  land.  *  *  * 
Senator  Humphrey  has  sketched,  further¬ 
more,  a  program  of  nine  points  for  a  new 
policy  toward  our  America.  With  compunc¬ 
tion  he  says,  “While  we  have  eagerly  sought 
Latin  American  support  to  stop  communism, 
we  have  demonstrated  indifference  toward 
despots.”  The  program  outlines:  “An  in¬ 
crease  of  economic  aid  to  Latin  America; 
rapid  consideration  for  loans;  increased 
technical  assistance;  vigorous  support  for 
the  creation  of  regional  markets  and  a  re¬ 
view  of  the  commercial  and  tariff  policies  of 
the  United  States;  a  larger  exchange  of  per¬ 
sons  program  and  a  more  balanced  and 
wider  coverage  of  Latin  American  news  by 
the  press,  radio,  and  television  in  the  United  . 
States;  a  review  of  the  military  aid  proX 
grams,  and  support  for  the  idea  of  regioMi 
control  of  armaments.”  Upon  this  platform 
of  genuine  friendship  inter-Americ^jsm 
can  be  firmly  maintained,  for  the  workers 
will  not  harbor  the  suspicions  they  l/ive  to¬ 
day  about  an  inter-Americanisi/  which 
closes  markets  to  us,  lowers  thy prices  of 
our  exports,  and  sells  to  us  at  l/gher  prices 
each  day.  That  type  of  intei^lmericanism 
is  all  right  for  fools.  We  Xant  an  inter- 
Americanism  without  imp^alism.” 

Folha  da  Manha  Sao  Bfiulo,  Brazil,  April 
5,  1959:  / 

Column  “The  World/n  the  March,”  by  Jan 
Costa:  i/ 

“AN  ACCURATE  DIAGySIS  BY  A  NORTH  AMERICAN 
SENATOR  OF  TM  LATIN  AMERICAN  CRISIS — ■ 
PLAN  FOR  AId/oR  BETTER  ECONOMIC  RELA- 
TTONS?-r-TH]^3TATE  DEPARTMENT’S  NEED  TO 
READJUST  IB5  POLICIES  IN  THE  AREA 

“An  interesting  speech  made  in  Florida  by 
the  Nort^American  Senator  Hubert  H.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  ^Democrat,  confirms  what  we  have 
long  maintained  in  this  column :  The  Demo¬ 
crat^  Party  of  the  United  States  is  more 
semntive  to  the  needs  and  interests  of  Latin 
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America  than  the  Republican  Party  that  re¬ 
turned  to  power  with  the  victory  of  Eisen¬ 
hower.  The  enlightened  ideas  and  more 
realistic  policy  of  the  great  President  Frank¬ 
lin  D.  Roosevelt  explain  in  part  the  position 
of  the  Democratic  Party  of  which  Hum¬ 
phrey’s  speech  constitutes  a  new  and  rein¬ 
vigorated  manifestation.  The  Democratic 
Senator  repeats  the  criticisms  lately  leveled 
at  the  State  Department’s  policies  toward 
Latin  America  and  proposes  substantial 
changes,  including  a  program  along  the  lines 
of  the  Marshall  plan  through  which  billions 
of  dollars  were  applied  in  the  reconstruction 
of  Europe  and  in  Asia.  He  reveals  greater 
understanding  of  the  present  drives  of  the 
Latin  American  peoples  toward  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  social  progress.  The  thesis 
of  Senator  Humphrey  seems  to  be  based  also 
on  assumptions  which  we  have  often  affirmed 
here :  North  American  democracy  is  conserva¬ 
tive,  and  the  democratic  struggle  in  the 
United  States  presents  itself  as  a  means  of 
defending  a  standard  of  living  and  a  political 
system  which,  in  general,  the  North  Ameri¬ 
cans  consider  satisfactory.  In  Latin  America 
democracy  is  a  political  system  and  at  the 
same  time  an  ideal  of  socio-economic  prog¬ 
ress  which  is  being  attained  slowly  and  with 
difficulty;  democracy  is,  in  brief,  a  combi¬ 
nation  of  things  that  the  Latin  American/ 
do  not  have  and  wish  to  acquire.  Thus, yCo 
consider  democracy  only  the  forms  of  pout- 
Ucal  organization  and  to  ignore  all  thirrest 
naeans  in  Latin  America  to  take  a  conserva¬ 
tive  position  which  perpetuates  t/e  lati- 
fun\ium  and  its  political  concomitants 
whicPV  are  caudillismo  and  </ctatorship. 
Senatok  Humphrey  seems  to  Xave  under¬ 
stood  tms  when  he  said,  “We  Xust  recognize 
that  the  \atin  Americans  now  wish  to  put 
an  end  to  pe  lamentable  aftuation  observed 
in  a  large  nufcber  of  couj/ries  of  this  hemi¬ 
sphere,  where\ninoritiae  of  wealthy  people 
retain  possession,  of  90/>ercent  of  the  arable 
land  and  a  handpl  X  privileged  people  live 
sumptuously  whiiafthe  rest  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  lives  in  nearly  unbelievable  conditions.” 
Following  this  hfe  meirUons  the  recent  revo¬ 
lutions  in  Argentina,  Colombia,  Venezuela, 
and  Cuba  as/T proof  of  tire  determination  of 
the  Latin  Americans  to  artain  their  princi¬ 
pal  objectnre:  Bread  and  liberty.  Perhaps 
this  wa^Che  most  intelligent  statement  of  a 
North ^Bmerican  politician  oX  the  Latin 
American  crisis  and  on  the  need 'to  readjust 
theXolicies  of  the  State  Department  to  this 
reXity.  Also  in  the  thesis  of  Senator  Hum- 
jkrey,  there  seems  to  be  implicit  as¬ 
sumption  that  institutions  exist  to  ^rve 
men  and  human  communities  and  that  rkis 
not  for  man  to  be  a  slave  to  immutable  insr^ 
tutions.  In  no  other  way  could  the  problenn 
be  seen  in  its  proper  historic  perspective. 
Yet,  in  the  area  of  practical  solutions,  things 
become  complicated. 

“Senator  Humphrey  speaks  about  aid  and 
the  Marshall  plan.  We  should  speak  about 
the  Humphrey  plan.  But  the  term  “aid”  has 
been  much  abused,  and  we  frankly  do  not 
like  it.  We  know  that  aid  brings  results  as 
the  European  experience  of  recent  years  has 
shown.  Yet,  we  prefer  that  the  problem  be 
put  on  the  basis  of  equitable  economic  rela¬ 
tions.  For  example,  an  international  accord 
on  price  stabilization  of  Latin  American  ex¬ 
ports  is  more  important  than  aid.  Less  rigid¬ 
ity  in  intergovernmental  loans  is  also  more 
important  than  aid.  But  at  this  stage  it  is 
important  that  progress  has  been  revealed  in 
the  field  of  diagnosis  as  it  is  revealed  in  the 
speech  of  Senator  Humphrey,  who  is  consid¬ 
ered  as  one  of  the  possible  candidates  for  the 
Presidency  of  the  United  States. 

“Unfortunately,  we  cannot  be  optimistic 
about  the  general  political  prospects  of  Latin 
America  in  the  near  future.  The  experience 
of  recent  years  has  shown  that  political  revo¬ 
lutions  are  not  enough  to  eliminate  the  fac¬ 
tors  of  unrest;  i.e.,  to  correct  the  structural 
economic  defeats  which  make  for  political 
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and  social  malaise.  Argentina  continues  /o 
lack  tranquillity.  Paraguay  is  subjected  io  a 
dictatorship  against  which  discontent  is 
mounting.  The  Cuban  revolution  is Xn  the 
initial  phase,  and  the  reform  planf  of  its 
leaders  cannot  be  realized  in  a  fewmonths. 
Brazil  is  passing  through  one  at  its  worst 
periods  in  recent  years.  High  mrfces  and  the 
financial  situation  make  the  political  future 
quite  uncertain  on  the  eve  of' what  promises 
to  become  one  of  the  most  embittered  politi¬ 
cal  campaigns.  But  this/ is  the  inevitable 
road  of  democracy  in  countries  that  still  bear 
the  heritage  of  caudilli/no.” 

El  Correo,  Medellh/  Colombia,  April  11, 
1959:  / 

“AID  To/,ATIN  AMERICA 

“The  nine  poiifxs  of  Senator  Hubert  Hum¬ 
phrey  for  an  a/l  plan  to  Latin  America,  ex¬ 
pounded  by  mm  in  a  speech  in  Florida,  are 
very  imporrimt  and  show  the  interest  that 
the  people/f  North  America  are  beginning  to 
take  in /their  friends  in  other  parts  of 
Ameri  cat 

“The  considerations  that  accompany  these 
poin/  are  absolutely  realistic  and  show  a 
wejf-ihformed  view  of  existing  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  other  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  Continent.  He  not  only  deals 
/with  economic  problems,  but  also,  even  more 
important,  with  the  attitude  which  one 
should  take  toward  the  struggle  that  the 
Latin  Americans  have  endured  to  attain 
democratic  governments,  and  with  the  cas¬ 
ual  and  even  paralyzed  attitude  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  toward  this 
struggle.  *— 

“The  great  mass  of  North  Americans  al¬ 
most  totally  ignore  us.  There  are  those  who 
question  a  South  American  whether  he  ar¬ 
rived  by  train  in  New  York,  or  at  what  age 
he  visited  there  for  the  first  time.  But 
among  the  leading  classes  there  is  noted  a 
marked  interest  and  good  information  con¬ 
cerning  our  problems  and  the  conditions  un¬ 
der  which  we  live.” 

El  Tiempo,  Bogota,/  Colombia,  April  5, 
1959: 

"LATIN  AMERICA  DOES  COUNT 

“Latin  American  affairs,  which  for  so 
many  years  have  counted  little  in  the  United 
States,  are  now  beginning  to  be  discussed 
on  the  platforms  of  internal  politics.  This 
was  indicated  in  the  recent  eloquent  speech 
of  Democratic  Senator  Hubert  H.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  who  is  now  being  mentioned  as  one 
of  the  possible  candidates  of  his  party  for 
the  presidency  of  the  Republic.  The  speech, 
considering  the  authority  and  excellence  of 
the  speaker,  is  certain  to  exert  significant 
influence  on  the  relations  between  these 
countries  and  their  good  neighbors  of  the 
North. 

\  “The  policy  that  Senator  Humphrey  pro¬ 
poses  for  Latin  America  is,  more  or  less,  the 
spare  as  that  suggested,  solicited,  and  reiter¬ 
ate?!  to  the  point  of  fatigue  by  responsible 
spokesmen  of  our  poeple.  That  policy  can 
be  surpned  up  in  three  words:  effective  and 
sincere  Cooperation.  There  is  no  question  of 
an  outflows  of  millions  such  as  the  Marshall 
plan  demanded,  nor  of  the  Latin  Americans 
wishing  to  Become  a  leech  on  the  American 
economy.  His^agerness  is  only  for  coopera¬ 
tion,  for  the  development — with  a  view  for 
the  common  goPa — of  our  huge  resources 
that,  adequately  exploited,  would  be  a  fabu¬ 
lous  source  of  wealtm. 

“The  speech  of  Senator  Humphrey  is  new 
and  genuine  proof  thatNuie  mentality  of  the 
American  politicians,  iiprelation  to  Latin 
America,  is  beginning  to  cmmge  in  a  favor¬ 
able  direction.  And  this  isNpot  due  exclu¬ 
sively  to  the  experiences  of  Mr.  Nixon  dur¬ 
ing  his  visit  to  these  countries^  experiences 
so  very  uncomfortable  but  of  ^elementary 
significance.  In  the  North  American  Union 
they  are  beginning  to  give  heed  to  Che  fact 
that  this  part  of  the  continent  also\ounts 
in  world  affairs  and  that  something  piore 
than  geographic  proximity  argues  for  pli- 
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rity:  the  community  of  political  ideals, 
prbf  essed  here  as  fervently  as  there.” 

ElVarapaca,  Iquique,  Chile,  April  15,  1959: 

V'THE  TJ.S.  AND  LATIN  AMERICA 

“A  detailed  description  of  the  errors  com¬ 
mitted  bNfhe  United  States  with  respect  to 
the  countries  of  Latin  America  was  made 
recently  by  democratic  Senator  Hubert  H. 
Humphrey,  wSto  accused  his  Government  of 
having  abandoned  Latin  America  at  the  same 
time  that  it  showkl  great  preoccupation  and 
interest  in  EuropiNthe  Mideast,  and  all  of 
Asia. 

“Humphrey  demanHe  a  ‘Marshall  plan’ 
for  Latin  America  whicKwould  renew  Latin 
American  hopes  and  speel^conomic  develop¬ 
ment.  The  plan  proposed\y  the  Democratic 
Senator  calls  for  more  rapidNid  sympathetic 
consideration  of  loan  applications,  increased 
technical  assistance,  energetic\support  for 
the  creation  of  regional  marketsV-evision  of 
U.S.  commercial  and  tariff  policiesVnore  ex¬ 
tensive  health  and  exchange  of  penhms  pro¬ 
grams,  ‘wider  and  better  balanceck  news 
coverage  of  Latin  American  affairs’  uV  the 
U.S.  press,  radio  and  television,  revisioK  of 
the  military  aid  programs,  and  support  for 
the  idea  of  regional  control  of  armament\ 

“The  program  of  the  Democratic  Senator,’ 
whose  name  figures  among  his  party’s  pros- 
pfective  presidential  candidates,  accurately 
interprets  the  basic  hopes  of  the  Latin  Amer¬ 
icans.  Senator  Humphrey’s  statements,  al¬ 
though  presented  during  an  electoral  cam¬ 
paign,  in  the  heat  of  which  words  outrun  the 
best  intentions  of  the  politicians,  and  despite 
being  another  of  the  many  manifestiations 
of  U.S.  understanding  that  have  not  been 
followed  by  positive  action,  reveal  a  precise 
knowledge  of  the  problems  of  U.S.-Latin 
American  relations  and  constitute  a  worthy 
contribution  to  the  Latin  American  cause. 

“In  this  column  we  have  always  censured 
U.S.  vacillation  toward  Latin  American  prob¬ 
lems,  pointing  out  that  economic  stagnation 
and,  often,  the  spread  of  misery  among  the 
peoples  of  the  South  American  Continent  not 
only  constitute  grave  problems  for  our  coun¬ 
tries,  but  also  work  against  North  American 
political  and  economic  interests. 

“It  would  be  unfair  at  this  time,  after 
hearing  the  correct  diagnosis  of  an  out¬ 
standing  North  American  public  figure,  not 
to  state  that  over  a  period  of  time  we  have 
witnessed  a  slow  but  positive  evolution  [in 
U.S.  attitude]  from  indifference  to  under¬ 
standing  and  a  frank  spirit  of  cooperation. 

“We  do  not  believe  that  the  changes  in 
U.S.  attitude  were  caused  by  or  stem  from 
either  the  violence  to  which  Vice  President 
was  subjected  or  the  flashes  of  enthusiastic 
support  for  Latin  America  by  individual 
Americans  like  Senator  Humphrey.  >  They 
have  been  operating  on  many  broad  fronts 
and  have  been  expressed  in  such  significardr 
actions  as  the  open  U.S.  cooperation  wi/m 
various  countries  to  overcome  economic 
emergencies,  U.S.  determination  to  promote 
the  creation  of  the  Pan  American  Basra,  and 
its  expressed  support  for  efforts  to  Establish 
regional  markets  in  Latin  America! 

“It  is  appropriate,  also,  to  motion  that 
U.S.  officials  raised  the  first  seiaous  warnings 
about  the  unreasonable  treaa  of  national 
budgets  in  Latin  America ,/nnd  about  the 
great  influence  of  high  inilitary  expendi¬ 
tures  on  economic  backwardness. 

“There  is  still  a  long  way  to  go;  but  It 
is  comforting  to  note^iat  the  United  States 
slowly,  but  with  the  certainty  with  which 
convictions  are  formed  by  the  people  them¬ 
selves,  there  is^reater  understanding  of 
these  things  and  appreciation  for  the  need 
and  rightfuln^ss  of  inter-American  solidar¬ 
ity  on  all  levels.” 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  call  to 
attention  of  the  Senate  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Senate  committee 
concerning  the  school  lunch  appropria¬ 
tion  and  how  this  recommendation 
differs  from  the  authorization  provided 
by  the  House  in  its  version  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  for  1960. 

Before  discussing  that  difference, 
however,  I  point  out  that  there  is  ser¬ 
ious  thinking  and  considerable  progress 
in  the  direction  that  the  States  should 
be  encouraged  to  assume  increased  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
School  Lunch  Act  of  1946.  A  desire  to 
further  such  a  policy  is  reflected  in  the 
budget  estimate  of  $100  million  regular 
appropriations  for  cash  payments  to 
States — a  reduction  of  $10  million  below 
the  1959  Appropriation  Act.  Other  wit¬ 
nesses  contended  for  higher  ,  amounts 
than  were  appropriated  for  fiscal  1959. 

The  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  in  ,  its  wisdom  decided  to  support 
the  same  figure  as  in  the  current  year 
and  as  also  reported  by  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  of  the  other  body  and 
later  approved  in  final  form  by  the 
other  body  itself.  %  / 

Since  the  issue  seems  to  be  resolved  in 
this  particular  aspect  by  both  bodies,  it 
is  not  my  desire  to  address  myself  to 
it  now.  • -  \  \ 

Both  the  Senate  committee  bill  and 
the  House  bill  provide  a  total  of  $153.7 
million  for  the  school  lunch  program 
in  1960.  So  the  question  is  not1  one  of 
differences  in  how  much  support  to  the 
school  lunch  program  is  proposed  by 
the  Senate  and  the  House,  but  in  how 
that  support  is  to  be  provided. 

The  House  and  Senate  bills  both  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  regular  appropriation  of  $110 
million.  About  $94  million  of  this 
amount  will  go  to  the  States  as  cash  pay¬ 
ments,  and  about  $15  million  will  be 
used  by  the  Department  to  make  special 
purchases  for  the  program  under  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
Both  bills  also  provide  for  the  transfer 
of  approximately  $43.7  million  of  section 
32  funds  to  the  program.  The  Senate 
bill  proposes  that  this  transfer  be  used 
to  augment  the  regular  section  6  food 
purchase  program.  The  House  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  $43.7  million  be  used  to 
increase  the  cash  payments  to  States 
from  about  $94  million  to  almost  $138 
million,  or  almost  50  percent. 

I  believe  the  proposed  Senate  action 
to  be  more  responsive  to  school  lunch 
needs  as  expressed  by  the  local  school 
people..  I  am  sure  Senators  will  recall 
the  letters  they  received  from  school 
Speople  when  commodity  donations  were 


sharply  reduced  in  1958.  The  school 
people  asked  for  commodities;  few,  if 
any,  of  them  suggested  that  the  cash, 
side  of  the  program  be  increased. 

It  was  in  response  to  those  expressions 
that  Congress  authorized  the  transfer  of 
$35  million  of  section  32  funds  for  com¬ 
modity  purchases  last  year.  That  action 
is  in  effect  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  used 
these  funds  to  provide  good  protein  items 
for  the  schools — turkeys,  dried, eggs,  and 
an  excellent  frozen  ground  pork.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  butter,  cheese,  dry  skim  milk, 
flour,  cornmeal  and  rice  were  made  avail¬ 
able  from  the  surplus  stocks  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  large 
volume  purchase  facilities  of  the  De¬ 
partment  made  it  possible  to  provide  the 
schools  more  pounds,  of  high-quality 
food  per  dollar  expended,  and,  thus  was 
of  greater  assistance  in  helping  schools 
maintain  both  meal  quality  and  mod¬ 
erate  lunch  prices. 

I  believe  this  year’s  experience  with 
the  expenditure  of  $35  million  will  dem¬ 
onstrate  that  such  a  program  can  hap¬ 
pily  serve  both  the  nutritional  and  agri¬ 
cultural  objectives  of  the  national 
school  lunch  program.  It  permits  com¬ 
modity  markets  to  have  the  stabilizing 
influence  of  a  large-scale  purchase;  it 
permits  schools  to  benefit  from  the 
economies  of  such  volume  purchases; 
and  the  educational  efforts  by  the  De¬ 
partment-  and  the  States  to  assist 
schools  to  use-  these  foods  are  helping  to 
develop  sounder  and  bigger  markets  for 
these  foods  in  the  future. 

The  committee  report  at  page  8  sums 
up  the  committee’s  thinking  and  con¬ 
clusion  in  the  following  fashion: 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is.  better  equipped  to  handle  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  foods,  and  to  balance  this  procure¬ 
ment  with  the  donations  of  Government- 
owned  foods,  which  it  makes  to  the  school 
lunch  program  than  would  prevail  if  the 
House  proposal  for  utilizing  $43,657,248  of 
section  32  funds  were  to  be  undertaken. 
The  committee  accordingly  recommends  the 
deletion  of  the  House  provision,  and  inserts 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following  provision: 
" Provided  further.  That  $43,657,248  shall  be 
transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional  funds  to 
be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section 
32.” 

The  committee;  arnendment  inserts  the 
language  carried  in  the  1959  appropriation 
act,  and  the  amount  of  the  House  proviso 
which  provides  a  total  of  $153,657,248  of 
Federal  financing  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  as  proposed  in  the  House  bill. 

I  feel  strongly  that  we  should  not 
only  fully  endorse  the  ^proposals  of  our 
Senate  committee,  but  also  that  we 
should  instruct  the  Senate  Members  of 
the  Conference  Committee  to  urge  the 
inclusion  of  the  Senate  language  in  the 
final  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  very  much 
interested  in  the  school  lunch  program; 
indeed,  I  am  interested  in  the  entire  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  relating  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  its  multitudinous 
services. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  relat¬ 
ed  the  history  of  the  transfer  of  section 
32  funds  to  implement  &nd  supplement 
the  commodity  section  of  the  school 
lunch  program.  The  purpose,  as  the 
Senator  has  said,  is  to  provide  a  more 
varied  and  a  more  balanced  diet  for  the 
school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  This  would  permit 
the  purchase  of  protein  foods,  in  part, 
so  as  to  round  out  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  not  rely  entirely  on  the  so- 
called  surpluses.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  reliance,  even  un¬ 
der  section  32,  is  on  the  surpluses.  As  I 
understand,  any  purchases  of  surpluses 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  are 
made  available  for  certain  specified  pur¬ 
poses;  but  one  of  the  highest  priority, 
and  perhaps  the  highest  priority,  is  the 
school  lunch  program.  As  I  understand, 
all  the  commodities  made  available  in 
this  fashion  are  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  surpluses. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  not  the  law 
which  relates  to  the  national  school 
lunch  program.  The  national  school 
lunch  program  does  not  rely  entirely 
upon  so-called  surpluses  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  commodities 
which  may  be  required  for  a  more  bal¬ 
anced  program  may  be  purchased  on 
the  market. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct;  and 
not  only  is  that  the  purpose  of  the  $110 
million,  but  it  is  particularly  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  $14  million  of  that  amount 
which  is  available  for  the  special  pur- 
chases 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

The  only  concern  I  have — and  I  am 
sorry  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
is  not  now  in  the  Chamber — is  that  the 
Senate  committee  bill  fails  to  earmark 
the  funds  transferred  from  section  32  as 
not  to  be  used  primarily  for  price-sup¬ 
port  purposes.  In  other  words,  I  believe 
the  Senate  should  emphasize  that  sec¬ 
tion  32  funds  are  to  be  used  primarily 
for  the  school-lunch  prograny&nd,  sec¬ 
ond,  for  price-support  purposes,  and  are 
to  be  used  for  section  6,  to  which  the 
Senator  has  referred.  In  other  words, 
if  we  speak  of  the  funds  transferred 
from  section  32  as  being  primarily  price- 
support  funds  or  primarily  directed  to¬ 
ward  price-support  operations,  tl\en  the 
use  of  those  funds  will  be  limited  essen¬ 
tially  to  the  purchase  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities.  / 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  do  not  think  that 
has  been  the  experience. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  think  so, 
either;  but  I  wish  to  make  sure  that 
there  can  be  no  such  interpretation  or 
limitation  in  regard  to  the  availability 
of  funds  transferred  from  section  32, 
which,  as  we  know,  are  obtained  from 


the  tariffs  and  fees  on  the  importation 
of  agricultural  commodities. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  designation  of  the  $43,700,000  which 
will  be  transferred  from  section  32  will 
bolster  the  very  thought  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  expressed.  Actu¬ 
ally,  the  Department  contended  that 
that  language  and  that  transfer  are  not 
at  all  necessary;  that  if  those  funds 
were  spent  under  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  32,  the  highest  priority  probably 
would  be  accorded  the  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  If  the  transfer  is  made,  it  seems 
to  me  that  will  imply  a  greater  liberality 
with  the  purchase  of  food  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  school-lunch  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Exactly;  and  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  for 
that  interpretation,  which  also  is  mine. 

I  simply  wished  to  be  sure  that  I  under¬ 
stood  the  Senator’s  point  of  view  and  his 
observation. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  funds  are  being 
transferred  for  the  purposes  of  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program,  and  that 
therefore  the  funds  are  to  fulfill  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  national  school  lunch 
program,  rather  than  the  objectives  of 
any  price  support  operation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  would  seem  that 
that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  the  trans¬ 
fer  is  made;  and  I  believe  that  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  foods  available  for  purchase  by 
means  of  the  transfer  is  sufficiently  wide 
so  that  that  purpose  may  be  subserved. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
believe  that  these  foods  should  be  pur¬ 
chased  entirely  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture;  or  does  he  believe  that 
there  might  be  flexibility  which  would 
permit  the  State  authorities  and  the 
local  authorities  to  work  in  this  area? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  They  should  work 
closely  with  each  other;  but  the  actual 
mechanics  of  the  purchasing  are  to  be 
handled/by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  / 

Mi-.  HUMPHREY.  But  it  is  to  be 
hoped  that  the  authorities  in  the  respec¬ 
tive  States  will  have  some  leeway  in 
terms  of  what  will  be  a  balanced  pro¬ 
gram  for  their  purposes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes;  and  I  understand 
"they  will  work  closely  in  conjunction  with 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  in 
connection  with  the  program,  although, 
as  I  have  stated,  the  actual  mechanics  of 
the  purchasing  will  be  handled  by  thej 
Department  of  Agriculture  itself. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I<4hank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  for  his  clarification 
of  that  particular  portion  of  the  report 
on  the  bill  which  has  been  before  us 
today. 


THE  EAGLE  SOARS 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  upon  the 
occasion  of  the  death  of  John  Poster 
Dulles,  Mr.  Milford  E.  Shields,  of  Du¬ 
rango,  Colo.,  the  poet  laureate  of  the 
State  of  Colorado,  composed  a  poem  en¬ 
titled  “The  Eagle  Soars,”  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  poem  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record,  in  connection 
with  my  remarks. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  poer 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recc/d, 
as  follows : 

The  Eagle  Soars:  John  Foster  Dt/les 
High  in  the  sky  the  eagle  soars. 

Above  the  turbulence  and  strife^ 

Of  earth’s  perimeter  of  life;  Z' 

There  as  he  circles  other  shopes 
We  see  the  light  glint  tronr  his  wings, 
And  what  a  joy  its  brilUhnce  brings. 
The  joy  of  knowledge  and  of  love. 

That  though  his  work /as  not  complete. 
We  in  his  brilliance  sin  11  will  meet. 

Here  by  the  grace  of  God  above, 

Round  out  his  drafts  for  the  free 
As  he  wings  in  Ijrfnnity. 

— Milford  E.  Shields. 


GRADUATION  OP  THE  FIRST  CLASS 

PROM  / THE  U.S.  AIR  FORCE 

ACADEMY 

MtyALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  June  3, 
1959/will  mark  the  realization  of  a  goal 
lor/  dreamed,  long  hoped  for,  and  long 
mned  by  the  early  pioneers  of  air 
tower,  as  well  as  by  the  leaders  of  our 
Air  Force.  The  graduation  of  the  first 
class  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy 
at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo.,  is  in  many 
ways  the  rekindling  of  the  spirit  of 
such  Americans  as  Billy  Mitchell,  Hoyt 
Vandenberg,  Hubert  Harmon,  Hap  Ar¬ 
nold,  and  the' many  other  great  air  com¬ 
manders  and  men  who  gave  their  lives 
that  the  United  States  would  never  lack 
for  air  strength  or  for  well-trained,  dedi¬ 
cated  leaders  for  our  Air  Forces. 

We  in  the  Congress  should  be  equally 
proud  that  the  newest  of  our  service 
Academies  is  about  to  assume  its  rightful 
place  along  with  the_  Academies  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  Coast  Guard,  and  Merchant 
Marine.  The  Air  Force  Academy  Act  of 
1954  gave  life  to  the  Academy.  The. 
young  men  whom  we  have  nominated 
comprise  the  majority  of  the  cadets  of 
the  Academy  and  of  the  graduating 
class.  A  portion  of  our  national  income 
which  we  have  appropriated  has  built 
this  institution,  which  undoubtedly  will 
achieve  a  splendid  reputation  for  men 
of  scholarship  as  well  as  leadership.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  among  its  first  grad¬ 
uates  the  Academy  boasts  a  Rhodes 
scholar.  Already  the  Academy  has  at¬ 
tained  full  academic  accreditation. 

On  May  10  of  this  year  the  Air  Force 
mademy  Board  of  Visitors  made  its 
annual  inspection  of  the  school.  As 
Chav-man  of  that  Board,  I  am  pleased 
to  announce  that  our  report  will  shortly 
be  in 'Wie  hands  of  the  President.  I 
may  sayViowever,  that  we  were  greatly 
impressecPby  the  academic  standards  al¬ 
ready  achieved  by  this  fledgling  insti¬ 
tution.  Its  faulty,  we  found,  is  second 
to  none.  wX  were  particularly  im¬ 
pressed  with  trae  emphasis  placed  on 
humanities,  as  wefi  as  the  purely  mili¬ 
tary  aspects  of  thtNcurriculum. 

Another  facet  oN  the  curriculum 
which  made  a  great  impression  upon 
us,  Mr.  President,  is  the\mphasis  being 
placed  on  sciences.  FinXlaboratories, 
good  equipment,  and  exceptionally  fine 
instruction  are  producing  what  we  are 
confident  will  be  fully  rounaed,  well 
educated  leaders  of  the  futux-e.vAstro- 


/ 


\$510 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  1 


nautical  and  other  courses  provide  them 
witKthe  knowledge  and  the  tools  to  con¬ 
quer  space. 

Let  us  take  pride  in  our  Air  Force 
Academy^  Let  us  share  with  the  Air 
Force  anckthe  Nation  the  achievement 
of  a  job  well  done.  To  the  members 
of  the  first  graduating  class — the  class 
of  1959 — let  uk  wish  careers  of  service 
filled  with  success.  They  are  as  much 
men  of  destiny  \s  those  of  the  long 
gray  line  of  West  Roint  and  the  gradu¬ 
ates  of  the  Naval  Academy  at  Annapolis. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  that  my  col¬ 
leagues  may  have  an  evtm  more  graphic 
idea  of  what  a  remarkable  institution 
this  one  is,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  an  article  entitled  “Aik  Academy’s 
First  Grads  Take  Wings,”  written  by 
Cabell  Phillips,  and  published,  in  the 
New  York  Times  magazine  of  May  24, 
1959,  be  printed  at  this  point  lh.  the 
Record,  in  connection  with  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  artiHJe 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recori 
as  follows : 

Air  Academy’s  First*  Grads  Take  Wing — ■ 

the  Falcons  Join  West  Point’s  ‘‘Long 

Gray  Line”  and  Annapolis’  Cap-Tossing 

Middies 

(By  Cabell  Phillips) 

Colorado  Springs,  Colo. — A  4-year  stride 
in  the  coming-of-age  of  the  United  States 
Air  Force  will  be  measured  off  here  on  June  3 
when  the  first  graduates  of  its  new  academy 
march  up  to  receive  their  diplomas — and  in¬ 
evitably  to  pass  on  into  Air  Force  tradition 
as  “the  immortal  class  of  ’59.” 

The  Air  Force  Academy  opened  in  tempo¬ 
rary  quarters  at  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  at  the 
edge  of  Denver,  on  July  11,  1955.  Of  the  306 
assorted  and  somewhat  apprehensive  high 
school  and  college  kids  who  showed  up  for 
matriculation  that  day,  207  have  survived 
to  emerge  as  crisply  uniformed  and  presuma¬ 
bly  well-trained  young  second  lieutenants 
ready  to  go  to  work  as  navigators  or  student 
pilots  or  to  prepare  for  the  more  exotic  tasks 
of  the  missile  age.  And  the  scene  of  this  his¬ 
toric  first  June  week  will  be  the  academy’s 
own  spectacular  but  still  unfinished  $150 
million  campus  here  in  the  shadow  of  Pike's 
Peak. 

To  Air  Force  professionals  and  alumni  all 
around  the  world,  this  will  be  a  time  to  re¬ 
member.  It  will  mean  the  final  attainment 
of  equal  professional  and  social  status  with 
the  Army  and  the  Navy,  the  birth  of  an  elite 
officer  corps  steeped  in  distinctively  Air  Force 
doctrine  and  tradition.  The  Academy  ha: 
been  the 'dream  of  Air  Force  men  ever  sini 
the  old  Air  Corps  won  its  independence  fn 
the  Army  12  years  ago.  Congress  authored 
its  creation  in  1954,  and  it  got  haVnngly 
under  way  a  year  later.  It  moved  into  its 
new  quarters  here  last  October.  JBut  only 
now,  with  its  first  fully  qualified  Graduating 
class,  has  it  become  a  proud  aryf  indisputa- 
ble  reality. 

Just  at  present,  things  ar#  in  a  bit  of  a 
flap  here  in  order  to  malfe  this  historic 
debut  as  impressive  and  flawless  as  possible. 
The  five  principal  buildings — administration, 
classroom,  dormitory, ye tc — are  of  course, 
completed,  their  vast  vertical  acreage  of 
glass,  aluminum  aryn  white  marble  glisten¬ 
ing  pristinely  in  spring  sunshine.  A 
sixth,  the  Social  Center  Building,  with  a 
3,000-seat  auditorium  and  a  hangar-sized 
ballroom,  is  Gstill  crawling  with  artisans 
working  against  a  May  30  deadline.  A  pla¬ 
toon  of  bimdozers  chews  away  at  the  raw 
banks  oiAed.  clay  that  stretch  in  every  di- 
rectionymiolding  their  contours  and  cover¬ 
ing  them  over  with  tons  of  imported  black 
ifl.  Landscapers  toil  from  dawn  to  dusk 
sowing  quick-growing  grasses,  setting  hun¬ 


dreds  of  shrubs  and  full-grown  trees  and 
anxiously  nursing  the  formal  plantings 
around  the  reflecting  pools  in  the  great  cen¬ 
tral  plaza. 

And  meanwhile  cadet  and  faculty  com¬ 
mittees  by  the  score  wrestle  with  such- 
agonizing  and  unfamiliar  problems  as  the 
correct  protocol  for  a  graduation  ceremony, 
invitation  lists  for  teas  and  cocktail  parties, 
the  scheduling  of  a  score  of  weddings,  the 
devising  of  appropriate  customs  and  rites 
that  will  make  an  Air  Force  June  Week  dif¬ 
ferent  from  any  other  June  Week,  and  even 
the  scrounging  of  enough  bleachers  for  the 
parade  grounds  to  accommodate  the  thou¬ 
sands  of  visitors  who  are  expected. 

But  this  is  another  and  happier  sort  of 
chaos  than  that  which  prevailed  four  years 
ago. 

I  was  on  hand  on  that  blistering  July 
day  back  in  1955  when  this  institution  drew 
its  first  breath  of  life.  The  first  class  of 
cadets  had  streamed  in  over  the  week-end. 
The  men  had  come  from  every  state  in  the 
Union,  lugging  suitcases  and  brown  paper 
parcels — and  in  some  cases  radios  and  ten¬ 
nis  racquets,  which  were  never  to  get  past 
their  barracks  doors — and  dressed  in  the 
casual,  flamboyant  style  of  teen-agers. 
Militarily,  they  looked  to  be  about  as  un- 
-omising  a  lot  as  any  random  sample  of 
yVmg  America  caught  in  the  dragnet  of  the 
draift;.  But  in  actuality  they  were  anything 
but\yerage.  Each  had  passed  a  series  of  stiff, 
competitive  examinations  to  win  his  a] 
pointmont.  Scholastically,  they  were  tof>- 
rank  in  \heir  various  high  school  and /col¬ 
lege  classed  and  their  median  score  oar  Col¬ 
lege  Board Nexami nations,  I  learned'  later, 
was  580  as  agfcdnst  556  for  freshmer^if  other 
colleges  tested  on  the  same  scale. 

Physically,  theVhad  to  pass  tjfe  standard 
Air  Force  examimmon  for  pilotAraining,  one 
of  the  most  rigid  irW  the  armed  services,  and 
there  seemed  to  be  aNeavy  preponderance  of 
potential  football  ma^eoal  among  them. 
Motivationally,  they  wej£  uniformly  bedaz¬ 
zled  by  the  adventure  aecluomance  of  flying, 
but  here  and  there  A/as  Vi  undertone  of 
serious  interest  in  tUe  engineering  and  lead¬ 
ership  phases  of  an  officer’s  dweer. 

The  fledging  Academy's  quaners  in  those 
days  was  a  cluster  of  cheerless  brick  and  clap¬ 
board  buildings  on  a  corner  of  floe  Lowry 
preserve.  'Ey 7  o’clock  that  morning  the 
prospect iv^adets  had  begun  to  queu^up  for 
registration,  oathtaking,  and  formal\ma- 
triculation,  a  process  that  was  accompamed 
by  th^laborate  and  deceptive  solicitude  o\a 
group  of  young  lieutenants  and  captains — ai< 
trtdfiing  officers — especially  recruited  from 
tbfc  regular  ranks  to  spend  this  first  academic 
rear  in  the  role  of  foster  upperclassmen. 

“Mister,  will  you  step  into  this  line, 
please?” 

“Now,  sir,  if  you  will  just  sign  your  name 
here — thank  you.” 

“I’m  sorry,  fellow,  but  regulations  won’t 
permit  you  to  keep  your  camera  and  radio  in 
the  barracks.” 

But  when  they  were  formed  into  squads 
a  couple  of  hours  later  and  marched  the  50 
fateful  yards  to  their  barracks  area,  they 
were  exploded  into  a  frenetic,  harshly  regi¬ 
mented  world  unlike  any  they  had  ever 
known.  The  crisp  young  ATO’s,  who  only  a 
few  moments  before  had  seemed  so  courteous 
and  friendly,  suddenly  became  snarling,  bel¬ 
lowing  drillmasters, 

“Get  into  those  fatigues,  mister,  on  the 
double — on  the  double,  I  said.” 

“Stand  up  straight,  mister.  Is  that  your 
belly  or  your  chest?  Well,  get  it  up  there 
where  it  belongs.” 

“Pull  in  that  chin,  mister — brace.” 

“You  men  will  march  on  that  field  in  mili¬ 
tary  formation  this  afternoon  or  you’ll  regret 
it  for  the  next  6  months,  and  that’s  a 
promise.” 

And  at  3  o’clock  that  afternoon,  looking 
awkward  and  uneasy  in  their  starched  khakis 


and  blue  caps,  they  marched  bravely  onto  the 
parade  ground  for  the  formal  dedication  cer¬ 
emonies — if  not  like  veterans,  then  like  ai 
squadron  of  very  recent  civilians  who  hac 
had  an  awful  lot  of  close-order  drill  pound 
into  their  heads  in  a  brutally  short  time 

It  was  a  moving  spectacle  and  at  the  Game 
time  a  portentous  one.  You  realize^  that 
here,  in  this  first  parade  of  the  Air  Academy 
cadets,  a  fresh  chapter  in  America ’Romantic 
and  military  folklore  was  being ycpened  be¬ 
fore  your  eyes.  And  you  feltycertain,  too, 
that  among  this  cluster  of  bewildered,  sweat¬ 
ing,  bone-tired  youngsters,  tafing  desperately 
to  keep  step  and  a  straiglfirline,  there  were 
some  who  carried,  unseenr  and  unsuspected, 
the  mark  of  destiny  tha/r  would  some  day  be 
revealed  in  a  gener^re  stars  or  a  hero’s 
medals. 

When  I  revisitec^the  academy  the  other 
day  there  was  bcdfn  a  vast  difference  in  the 
surroundings  ano  an  almost  equally  great 
difference  in  t ye  cadets  of  4  years  ago. 

The  new  ^redemy,  on  17,000  acres  at  the 
eastern  rampart  of  the  Rockies,  is  magnifi¬ 
cent  or  hideous,  depending  upon  your  archi¬ 
tectural/prejudices.  I  found  the  sleek, 
functional  lines  of  the  buildings  and  the 
sophisticated  use  of  rich  panels  of  color  whol¬ 
ly  pleasing.  The  style  is  contemporary  with¬ 
out  being  modernistic,  and  while  no  ivy  will 
Ter  twine  about  the  aluminum-sheathed 
Columns,  neither  will  these  buildings  ever 
suffer  from  the  anachronistic  blight  of 
collegiate  Gothic. 

The  scene  is  a  bit  stark,  for  there  is  still 
much  landscaping  to  be  done;  there  are 
obvious  gaps  in  the  great  quadrangle  where 
a  chapel  and  a  hospital  are  to  be  built,  and 
there  is  an  almost  total  absence  of  such 
sentimental  gimmickry  as  statues,  foun¬ 
tains,  great  trees,  and  other  customary 
campus  landmarks  that  would  give  it 
warmth  and  familiarity.  These  will  come 
with  time. 

Up  to  now,  the  plant  has  cost,  against  an 
original  estimate  5  years  ago  of  $100  million, 
either  $139  million  or  $197  million,  depend¬ 
ing  upon  whether  you  take  the  figures  of 
Maj.  Gen.  James  E.  Briggs,  the  Superin¬ 
tendent,  or  of  Joseph  Campbell,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States,  whose 
disagreements  have  reached  the  point  of 
polite  acrimony.  And  by  the  estimates  of 
both,  the  end  is  not  in  sight.  For  example, 
with  its  construction  budget  practically  ex¬ 
hausted,  there  are  as  yet  no  flying  facilities 
at  this  school  for  airmen,  and  cadets  have 
to  go  by  bus  to  Lowry  Field,  60  miles  away, 
for  flight  training. 

At  all  events,  a  controversy  is  now  raging 
Congress  over  the  question  of  how  much 
oVthis  handsome  layout  is  boondoggling  ex- 
tra\agance  and  how  much  is  rational  neces¬ 
sity  !\.The  conclusion  of  this  uniformed  ob¬ 
server^  simply  this:  If. there  has  been  any 
penny  punching  in  bringing  the  academy 
to  its  pr^ent  state  of  sufficiency  and  archi¬ 
tectural  of^ilence  Xt  is  not  visible  to  the 
naked  eye. 

As  for  the  oadets,  attrition  of  one  sort  or 
another — acad«nic,  physical,  psychological — 
has  washed ,  out  nearly  a  third  of  their  origi¬ 
nal  number,  whi<\  is  about  the  norm  for 
the  other  service  ^academies.  Those  who 
have  jwf'vived  haveNrained  strikingly  in 
physical  bearing,  in  p&se  and  almost  cer¬ 
tainly  in  knowledge.  Anaong  those  whom  I 
had'  particularly  noted  4>pears  earlier,  one 
has  won  a  Rhodes  scholarship,  another 
(among  five  in  his  class)  n^  been  picked 
for  graduate  study  at  a  leadin\  eastern  uni¬ 
versity,  another  has  become  thV  Academy's 
first  football  All-American,  anckone  has 
achieved  high  military  rank  in  the  cadet 
wing.  There  were  others  in  this  smalV  group, 
of  course,  who  are  just  fair  to  middling  in 
their  academic  attainments. 

Survival  is  indeed  a  test  of  fitness  at  the 
Air  Academy,  for  a  cadet’s  life  is  rationed 
minutes  throughout  the  4-year  period  and 
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enact  suitable  legislation  effecting  this 
\whichever  the  Congress  deems  right  and 
proper;  be  it  further  ' 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
be  forwarded  to  the  Clerk  of  each  House  of 
the  U.S.NCongress  in  Washington  and  to 
each  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  South 
Carolina  an\  each  Member  of  the  House  of 
Congress  from  this  State. 


The  PRES' 
before  the  Se 
tion  of  the  Legis’ 
lina  identical  to 
was  referred  to 
Finance. 


!NT  pro  tempore  laid 
a  concurrent  resolu- 
5  of  South  Caro- 
e  foregoing,  which 
Committee  on 


EGG  PRICES— LETTER 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  a  letter  which 
I  have  received  in  regard  to  the  price 
of  eggs  in  the  Midwest.  For  thevfifth 
time — one,  two,  three,  four,  five — forythe 
fifth  time,  Mr.  President,  I  have  brought 
to  the  attention  of  this  body  the  fac 
that  the  farmers  in  that  area  are  re-' 
ceiving  16,  17,  or  18  cents  a  dozen  fox; 
their  eggs — which,  on  the  basis  of  the 
50-cent  dollar,  means  8  or  9  cents  a 
dozen,  I  have  asked,  time  and  time  again, 
that  this  matter  be  brought  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  and  to  the  attention  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  want  to 
do  so  once  morel  therefore,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  letter  be  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record,  and  also  be 
appropriately  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Minot,  N.  Dak.,  May  22, 1959.  - 
Hon.  William  Langer, 

U.S.  Senator ,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Langer:  In  regards  to  the  egg 
situation.  What  do  you  think  of  the  low 
prices  qn  eggs  sold  to  retail  stores?  Do  you 
think  they  (retail  stores)  have  to  make  a 
12-  to  15-cent  profit  per  dozen  on  eggs — de¬ 
livered  to  the  store  by  the  farmer-producer 
and  all  other  consumer  goods  are  up? 

At  the  present  price  of  eggs  we  have  a 
hard  time  to  make  expenses. 

The  workingman  or  consumer  could  buy 
more  eggs  if  there  were  only  an  8-cent 
profit  or  one-half  the  increase  in  price.  We 
receive  22  cents  in  trade  and  they  sell  oxX 
for  35  cents  and  more.  No.  1  eggs  M/ot, 
22  cents  in  trade  at  the  store.  The  Western 
States  seem  to  hold  the  egg  price  up. 

Abel  Heaton. 


TRANSFER  OF  CERTAIN/FUNDS  IN 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AQfRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION  /BILL— TELE¬ 
GRAM 

Mr.  LANGER.  President,  I  ask 

unanimous  consent/that  a  telegram,  re¬ 
ceived  by  me,  frop  Ethel  Heising,  direc¬ 
tor  of  the  NortluDakota  State  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  relating/to  the  transfer  of  certain 
funds  in  th/Department  of  Agriculture 
appropriation  bill,  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Ther/being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  oyaered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows » 


Bismarck,  N.  Dak.,  May  30, 1959. 
Senator  William  Langer, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Understand  school  lunch  will  be  discussed 
on  the  Senate  floor  Monday  wish  to  urge 
that  the  $43  million  to  be  transferred  from 
section  32  either  be  used  as  cash  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  be  given  clear  mandate  to  used 
transferred  funds  to  purchased  section  6 
food  early  in  the  year  unless  clear  mandate  , 
is  given  money  will  probably  be  spent  in 
the  late  year  for  section  31  (32)  items  such 
as  dried  eggs  purchased  last  year. 

Ethel  Heising, 

Director,  State  Lunch  Program. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted : 

By  Mr.  RUSSELL,  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services: 

James  A.  Kelly,  and  Peter  S.  VanNort,  mid¬ 
shipmen  (Naval  Academy),  to  be  ensign  in 
the  restricted  line  of  the  Navy; 

Daniel  E.  Ralston,  midshipman  (Naval 
k Academy)  to  be  an  ensigrr  in  the  Supply 
Jorps  of  the  Navy; 

lichard  M.  Krol  (Naval  Reserve  Officers’, 
TrJkining  Corps)  to  be  an  ensign  in  the  lii 
of  the  Navy; 

Alaii  G.  Brown  (Naval  Reserve  Off/ers’ 
Training  Corps )  to  be  an  ensign  in  th/Sup- 
ply  Corpsvof  the  Navy; 

Arthur  'E.  Archambault,  Naval  Academy 
graduate,  fov  permanent  appointm/nt  to  the 
rank  of  second  lieutenant  in  jn le  Marine 
Corps;  and 

Army  R/erve  Officers’ 
permanent  appointment 
ad  lieutenant  in  the  Ma- 


Robert  M.  HM1, 
Training  Corps,  fa 
to  the  rank  of  seco^i 
rine  Corps. 


BILLS  II 
Bills  were  inti 


fRQDUCED 

read  the  first 


iducec 

time,  and,  by  Ananimouk  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as(  follows: 

By  Mr./ROXMIRE: 

S.  2081.  .//bill  for  the  relief  df  Yadwiga 
Boczar;  to/ihe  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By/Mr.  PROXMIRE  (for  him^lf  and 
tr.  Wiley) 

S.  2062.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  issuance 
of  nonquota  immigrant  visas  to  certain 
aliens;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary' 
By  Mr.  KEATING  (for  himself,  Mr> 
Allott,  Mr.  Beall,  Mr.  Bush,  Mr. 
Capehart,  Mr.  Case  of  New  Jersey, 
Mr.  Javits,  Mr.  Prouty,  and  Mr. 
Scott) : 

S.  2083.  A  bill  to  abolish  mandatory  capital 
punishment  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Keating  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

S.  2084.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Tam  Sui 
Wah;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  KERR  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Monroney)  : 

S.  2085.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  use  of  funds 
arising  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
Kiowa,  Comanche,  and  Apache  Tribes  of 
Indians  of  Oklahoma  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  ALLOTT  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Carroll) : 

S.  2086.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  National  Wildlife  Disease  Labora¬ 
tory;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Allott  when  he 
Introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.) 


RECOGNITION  OF  POLISH  LEGIOI 

OF  AMERICAN  VETERANS  AS 

BONA  FIDE  VETERANS  ORGANI¬ 
ZATION 

Mr.  BUSH  (for  himself  and  Mi/Dodd) 
submitted  the  following  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  (S.  Con.  Res.  40) ;  whiun  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  .Finance : 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  /the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring / That  the  Con¬ 
gress  hereby  recognizes  th/  Polish  Legion  of 
American  Veterans  (a  n/iprofit  corporation 
created  under  the  law/of  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  certificate  numbered  3746)  as  being  a 
bona  fide,  patriotic/  nonpolitical,  veterans’ 
organization.  It  ig  therefore  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  th  a/  in  the  administration  of 
section  3402  of /tie  38  of  the  United  States 
Code,  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs 
should,  subj/t  to  the  provisions  of  such  sec¬ 
tion,  recog/ze  representatives  of  such  or- 
ganization/ in  the  preparation,  presentation, 
and  pro/cution  of  claims  Under  laws  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Veterans’  Administration. 

'LITION  OF  CAPITAL  PUNISH¬ 
MENT  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  CO¬ 
LUMBIA 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  Senators  Allott,  Beall,  Bush, 
Capehart,  Case  of  New  Jersey,  Javits,  - 
Prouty,  Scott,  and  myself,  I  introduce, 
for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to  abol¬ 
ish  mandatory  capital  punishment  in  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  it 
would  be  discretionary  with  a  jury  in 
murder  cases  to  recommend  either  the 
death  penalty  or  life  imprisonment. 
Under  the  present  District  of  Columbia 
law,  death  is  the  automatic  punishment 
in  all  first  degree  murder  cases  without 
regard  to  the  facts  and  circumstances 
in  a  particular  case.  I  believe  that  such 
rigid  justice  is  self-defeating.  Manda¬ 
tory  capital  punishment  has  been  abol¬ 
ished  in  all  the  States,  and  it  is  high  time 
that  the  District  of  Columbia  Code  was 
attuned  to  the  practice  in  the  rest  of  the 
country. 

The  language  of  the  present  bill  is  pat¬ 
terned  after  the  provisions  of  the  New 
York  Criminal  Code.  I  offer  the  bill  in 
this  form  merely  as  a  guide  for  action, 
;ince  I  recognize  that  there  are  a  num- 
of  other  procedures  which  could  be 
utilized. 

Under  the  Federal  Criminal  Code,  for 
example,  imprisonment  for  life  must  be 
imposed,  by  the  court  if  the  jury  quali¬ 
fies  its  verdict  of  guilty  by  adding  there¬ 
to  “without  capital  punishment.”  Under 
the  New  Yofck  law,  a  jury  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  life  imprisonment  is  not  abso¬ 
lutely  binding  the  court,  although  in 
practice  it  is  almost  always  followed. 
Another  procedure,  advanced  by  the 
American  Law  Institute  contemplates 
a  separate  hearing  with  regard  to  im¬ 
position  of  the  deatnv penalty  after  a 
judgement  of  guilt.  A'Spossible  advan¬ 
tage  of  this  is  that  it  would  permit  evi¬ 
dence  to  be  presented  onNthe  issue  of 
punishment  which  might  not  be  ad¬ 
missible  in  the  trial  of  the  actual  offense. 

I  hope  that  all  of  these  proposals  will  be 
studied  by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Com¬ 
mittee  when  it  considers  this  subjefct. 

Mr.  President,  our  criminal  laws  nave 
undergone  a  steady  humanizing  process. 
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Nothing  is  more  consonant  with  this 
trendHhan  recognition  of  the  principle 
that  thk  punishment  must  fit  the  crime. 
Such  factors  as  the  age  of  the  defend¬ 
ant,  his  prior  record  of  criminal  activity, 
his  mental  condition,  and  the  actual  de¬ 
gree  of  his  complicity  in  joint  crimes 
certainly  should  be  weighed  in  assessing 
an  appropriate  ^penalty  for  his  offense. 
This  cannot  be  done  under  the  present 
archaic  provisions  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Code.  Sincekit  is  our  lot,  albeit 
unhappily,  to  act  as  the  local  legislature 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  it  is  in¬ 
cumbent  that  we  take  tnfc  action  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  this  mo3t  needed  re¬ 
form.  I  should  be  surprised  if  opposi¬ 
tion  developed  to  the  merits  of  this  bill 
from  any  source  except  for  a  feki  lawyers 
who  see  some  tactical  advantageNn  con¬ 
fronting  a  jury  with  a  stark  choice  be¬ 
tween  completely  freeing  the  defendant 
or  sentencing  him  to  death.  We  have 
long  since  abandoned  this  approach  to 
law  as  a  game  of  wits.  ' 

Mr.  President,  the  citizens  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  should  be  grateful  for 
the  outstanding  work  done  on  this  prob¬ 
lem  dining  the  recent  meeting  of  the 
Judicial  Conference  for  this  circuit.  I 
hope  that  Congress  will  give  its  prompt 
attention  to  the  recommendations  of  this 
eminent  group  of  judges  and  lawyers. 
Their  study  has  exposed  the  needs  of  the 
situation  It  is  our  duty  to  fashion  a  so¬ 
lution  which  will  most  adequately  reflect 
the  requirements  of  sound  legislation  in 
this  area. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record;  and  that  the  bill  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  lie  on  the  desk  until  June  8,  to 
give  any  other  Senators  who  might  desire 
to  do  so  an  opportunity  to  join  as 
cosponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  will  be  re¬ 
ceived  and  appropriately  referred;  and, 
without  objection,  the  bill  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  and  will  lie  on  the  desk 
until  June  8,  as  requested  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

The  bill  (S.  2083)  to  abolish  man¬ 
datory  capital  punishment  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  introduced  by  Mr.  Keating, 
for  himself  and  Senators  Allott,  Beall/ 
Bush,  Capehart,  Case  of  New  Jersey, 
Javits,  Prouty,  and  Scott,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  tor  the 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Colmnbia, 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the/RECORD, 
as  follows:  /  ' 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
'Representatives  of  the  United  s/ates  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  801 
of  the  act  entitled  “An  a et  to  establish  a 
code  of  law  for  the  District  of  Columbia,”  ap¬ 
proved  March  3,  1901  (#1  Stat.  1189,  1321), 
is  amended  to  read  as'  follows : 

“Sec.  801.  Punishment. — The  punishment 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree  shall  be  death 
by  electrocution  unless  the  jury  recommends 
life  imprisonment.  A  jury  finding  a  person 
guilty  of  murd/r  in  the  first  degree  may,  as  a 
part  of  its  verdict,  recommend  that  the  de¬ 
fendant  be/imprisoned  for  life.  Upon  such 
recommendation,  the  Court  may  sentence  the 
defendant  to  imprisonment  for  life.  The 
punishment  of  murder  in  the  second  degree 
shall  me  imprisonment  for  life,  or  for  not  less 
than  twenty  years.” 


AMENDMENT  OF  MUTUAL  SECURITY 
ACT— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  submitted  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill  (S.  1451)  to  amend  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  which 
were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  TARIFF  OF  1930, 
RELATING  TO  FREE  IMPORTA¬ 
TION  OF  TOURIST  LITERATURE- 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  amendments,  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  me  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2411)  to 
amend  paragraph  1629  of  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930  so  as  to  provide  for  the  free  im¬ 
portation  of  tourist  literature.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  statement, 
prepared  by  me,  relating  to  the  amend¬ 
ments,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  referred*  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance;  and,  without  objection,  the 
statement  will  be  printed  in  the  Record/ 
The  statement  presented  by  Mr.  Ay- 
DERSomis  as  follows:  / 

Statement  by  Senator  Anderson/ 

I  proposa.  an  amendment  to  H.R./2411,  a 
bill  presently  pending  before  thg  Senate 
Finance  Comnaittee,  H.R.  2411  is  designed  to 
amend  paragraph  1629  of  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  so  as  to  prhwide  for  the  free  importa¬ 
tion  of  tourist  literature.  / 

My  amendment  would  add  a  new  section 
which  will  clarify  ahd  make  uniform  the 
present  dutiable  status'q/wood  moldings  im¬ 
ported  into  this  country.  Previously  I  in¬ 
troduced  S.  913,  whiclVwoVild  accomplish  the 
same  objective.  However, \he  executive  de¬ 
partments  concerr/a  have  rinsed  objections 
to  the  language  Used  in  S.  918.  One  of  the 
main  objection^/  voiced  was  ok  a  technical 
nature,  and  yti&ve  rewritten  me  present 
amendment  zo  make  eygry  effort  \o  correct 
the  bill  in/ the  eyes  of  the  reporting  de¬ 
partments/  \ 

Briefly:  imported  wood  moldings ,  used  in 
construction  work  have  been  classified 'and 
taxed/ at  the  same  rate  as  regular  mill-run 
lumber  of  the  common  grades.  Anyone 
f  Mhiliar  with  these  products  knows  that  there' 
ys  a  great  deal  of  difference  in  their  respective 
/value.  On  behalf  of  the  manufacturers  of 
wood  molding  in  the  Southwest,  I  brought 
this  disparity  to  the-  attention  of  the  Customs 
Bureau  last  fall  when  that  office  was  consid¬ 
ering  the  problem  of  glued -up  molding.  This 
is  a  process  whereby  two  short  pieces  of  wood 
are  finger- joined  and  glued  to  make  one 
longer  product.  At  that  time,  the  Bureau 
properly  recognized  the  fairness  both  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury  and  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  by  administrative  action  re¬ 
classified  joined-moldings  whereby  they  will 
now  be  taxed  at  16%  percent  ad  valorem. 
But  although  the  Bureau  took  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  it  failed  to  fully  correct  the 
situation  with  respect  to  a  solid  piece  of 
molding.  A  solid  piece  has  never  been  broken 
or  joined  and  is  probably  more  valuable  for 
that  reason  alone.  I  asked  why  this  was  not 
done,  and  the  answer  was  that  since  molding 
has  been  classified  as  common  lumber  for  so 
long,  tire  Bureau  took  the  position  that  this 
presumed  congressional  sanction.  There¬ 
fore  they  concluded  it  will  take  congressional 
action  to  change  the  classification.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  could  be  done  within  the  discre¬ 
tion  allowed  the  administrative  agency,  but 
for  purposes  of  erasing  all  doubt  about  the 
intent  of  Congress,  I  propose  to  amend  the 
statutes. 


My  proposal  would  tax  all  moldings  at  th<y 
same  rate  now  applied  to  wood  moldings  used 
in  architectural  and  furniture  decoration. 
Under  the  present  trade  agreements/  ap¬ 
plicable,  this  will  be  17  percent  ad  valorem. 
I  think  such  action  by  the  Congress/s  jus¬ 
tified  for  purposes  of  clarifying  procedure 
and  taking  a  realistic  appraisal  of  ifhat  could 
develop  into  a  serious  problem.  At  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  hearings  wil/  be  held  on 
H.R.  2411,  and  at  such  time  /n  opportunity 
will  be  provided  to  hear  all/of  the  evidence 
on  this  matter.  With  this  prospective  ad¬ 
vantage,  we  can  decide  j/hich  position  will 
(best  determine  the  public  interest. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960- 

AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY  submitted  an 
amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him,  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
'was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed.''  t 

Mr.  COOPER  submitted  amendments, 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  House 
bill  7175,  supra,  which  were  ordered  to  lie 
on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger],  I  submit  two 
amendments,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
us,  jointly,  to  House  bill  7175,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendments  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record.  \ 

The  amendments  are  as  folilows:  ' 

On  page  20,  line  6,  strike  out  the  figure 
“$39,135,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$28,135,000”. 

On  page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  the  figure 
“$1,431,665”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$1,269,665”.  / 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  also, 
on  behalf  of  myself,  and  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr  Humphrey]  ,  I  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment,  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  us,  jointly,  to  House  bill  7175, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  may  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
will  lie  on  the  table;  and,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  amendment  will  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  30,  line  10,  strike  out  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
a  colon  and  the  following:  ‘‘Provided,  That 
no  funds  or  stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  be  utilized  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  price-support  operations  for 
any  crop  planted  after  January  1,  1960,  for 
which  the  Secretary  has  failed  to  provide 
acreage  allotments,  production  goals,  and  J> 
marketing  practices  pursuant  to  section  401 
(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.” 
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NOTICE  OP  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE  —  AMENDMENT  TO 
AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT  AP¬ 
PROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  submitted 
the  following  notice  in  writing : 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice  in 
writing  that  it.  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
for  other  purposes,  the  following  amendment, 
viz: 

At  the  appropriate  place  add  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  section : 

“Sec.  — .  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  effective  beginning 
with  1960  production  by  inserting  after  sec¬ 
tion  420  the  following  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec,  421.  The  total  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  extended  to  any  person  on  any  year’s 
production  of  agricultural  commodities 
through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  or  other  agency  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  shall  not  exceed  $35,000.  The 
term  “person”  .  shall  mean  any  individual, 
partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  cor¬ 
poration,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other 
legal  entity  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of 
a  State  or  an  agency  thereof.  The  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such 
rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  assure  a 
fair  and  effective  application  of  such  limita¬ 
tion,  and  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  lim¬ 
itation. 

“  ‘In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase 
from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organization 
the  limitation  of  $35,000  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to 
any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in 
determining  the  amount  of  price  support  ex¬ 
tended  to  such  person  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  such  limitation’.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  also  sub¬ 
mitted  an  amendment,  intended  to  be 
proposed  by  him,  to  House  bill  7175, 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
_  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table 
and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

SALE  OF  CERTAIN  MINERALS  AN/ 
METALS— ADDITIONAL  COSPC 
SOR  OF  BILL 

Under  authority  of  the  order /f  the 
Senate  of  May  26,  1959,  the  name  of  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  GrueningI 
was  added  as  an  additional  (/sponsor  of 
the  bill  (S.  2048)  relating  to  the  sale  of 
certain  minerals  and  metals  acquired  by 
the  United  States,  introduced  on  May  26, 
1959,  by  Mr.  Murray  /for  himself  and 
Senators  Allott,  Bartlett,  Bible,  Can¬ 
non,  Chavez,  Church;  Goldwater,  Hay¬ 
den,  Mansfield,  Jaartin,  Moss,  and 
Young  of  Ohio). 

ADDRESSES,/  '  EDITORIALS,  AR 
TICLES,  /TC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE 
APPEND 

On  reddest,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  Editorials,  articles,  etc.. 


were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appen¬ 
dix,  as  follows : 

By  Mr.  ERVIN : 

Address  delivered  by  Senator  Symington 
at  annual  dinner  of  Chamber  of  Commerce 
of  Winston-Salem,  N.C.,  May  21,  1959. 

Excerpts  from  address  by  Senator  Hartke 
at  State  convention  of  Young  Democrats  of 
North  Carolina,  Raleigh,  N.C.,  on  April  30, 
1959. 

By  Mr.  GOLDWATER: 

Address  delivered  by  Senator  Allott  before 
Episcopal  diocesan  convention,  Denver, 
Colo.,  May  6,  1959. 

By  Mr.  PROXMIRE: 

Address  delivered  by  Adlai  E.  Stevenson  at 
the  spring  convocation,  McGill  University, 
Montreal,  Canada,  May  29, 1959. 

■Editorial  entitled  “Census  To  Study  Farm 
Financing,”  written  by  William  M.  Blair  and 
published  in  the  New  York  Times,  May  30, 
1959.  ■ 

Editorial  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of  - 
May  29,  1959,  discussing  the  need  for  labor 
reform  legislation. 

Editorial  from  the  Capital  Times  of  Mad¬ 
ron,  Wis.,  discussing  the  meaning  of  Me¬ 
morial  Day.  7 

By  Mr.  JACKSON: 

Address  delivered  by  Gen.  Curtis  E.  LeMay, 
on  May  16,  1959,  to  Spokane  (Wash.)  Cham-, 
ber  ofSpommerce. 

Mi-.  DIRKSEN: 

Addresk  entitled  “Law  Day  1959,”  de)iv- 
ered  by  Ross  L.  Malone,  president  o / the 
American  Bar  Association,  before  ttiy  Illi¬ 
nois  State  Bur  Association,  at  Peopfa,  Ill., 
on  April  30,  193 

By  Mr.  BIBLE : 

Inaugural  address  delivered  by  £>r.  Charles 
J.  Armstrong,  president,  Univ/sity  of  Ne¬ 
vada,  April  19,  1959. 

By  Mr.  KUCHEI 

Editorial  entitled  ‘‘Foreign  Aid — A  Pro¬ 
posal,”  written  by  Mr.  Eke/ne  P.  Conser,  and 
published  in  the  Real  Estate  Newsletter  of 
May  11,  1959. 

Resolution  of  American  Public  Power  As¬ 
sociation  endorsing  /instruction  of  Trinity 
River  division  of  /Federal  Central  Valley 
project. 

By  Mr.  MURRAY: 

Editorial  en/lecl  “Peddling  a  \Forgery,’ 
published  in  /he  winter-spring,  195^,  issue 
of  Prevent  /oriel  War  III. 

By  Mr.  NEUBERGER: 

Editori/  entitled  "Bonneville  Corporation 
Fair  to  /l,”  from  the  Oregonian  of  May^S, 
1959. 

Edi/rial  entitled  “Income  Tax  Cut  Back 
to  States?”  from  the  Coos  Bay  World,  of ' 
|  Coos  Bay,  Oreg.,  of  May  26,  1959. 

/Article  published  in  the  Ashland  (Ore^.) 
laily  Tidings,  on  May  29,  1959,  by  Rudi 
;orn-Mann,  relating  to  cancer-research. 

By  Mr.  LANGER:  , 

GTA  Daily  Radio  Roundup  of  May  28, 
1959,  on  the  “wheat  king’s”  view  of  the  farm 
problem. 

By  Mr.  SPARKMAN:  - 

Article  entitled  “It’s  a  Smear  Thing,” 
written  by  Westbrook  Pegler  and  published 
on  a  recent  date. 

By  Mr.  MONRONEY: 

Article  published  in  the  New  York  Journal- 
American  of  Sunday,  May  31,  1959,  entitled 
“And  Now  We’re  Losing  the  War  of  Oceans.” 

By  Mr.  SCHOEPPEL: 

Article  entitled  “Kansan  Sows  Capitalism 
in  Underdeveloped  Lands,”  written  by  Max 
Forester,  and  published  in  the  New  York 
Herald  Tribune  of  February  12,  1959. 

By  Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey: 

Article  relating  to  cancer  research,  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Washington  Post  and  Times- 
Herald  of  May  31,  1959. 

Tribute  to  Arabella  H.  Prall,  schoolteacher 
for  44  years  service  in  Linden,  N.J. 

By  Mr.  STENNIS: 

Open  letter  to  the  U.S.  Senate  relating  to 
Gettysburg  National  Military  Park,  written 
by  Jess  Gorkin,  editor  of  Parade  magazine. 


and  published  in  Parade  for  May  17,  /959, 
which  will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

By  Mr.  YARBOROUGH: 

Resolution  adopted  May  20,  1959?  by  the 
American  Legion  Business  and  F/ofessional 
Men’s  Post  No.  10,  of  San  Amfonio,  Tex., 
urging  a  change  in  the  re/ement  pay 
method  for  military  personnel^ 

Resolution  adopted  May  2V  1959,  by  Camp 
Bowie  Barracks  No.  1636/of  Fort  Worth, 
Tex.,  Veterans  of  World  War  I,  relating  to  a 
revision  of  non-service-/nnected  disability 
allowances. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  ATOM  SMASHER 
BY  MIDWEST  UNIVERSITY  RE¬ 
SEARCH  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  PRO/MIRE.  Mr.  President,  for 
a  long  time  the  Midwest  University  Re¬ 
search  Association  has  been  working  to¬ 
ward  the  construction  of  an  atom  smash¬ 
er  which  would  be  many  times  more 
pow/ful  than  any  other  anywhere  in 
the/world.  It  would  permit  this  coun¬ 
try  to  leap  far  ahead  of  the  Soviet  Union 
/  pure  research  in  physics. 

This  association,  known  as  M.U.R.A., 
is  made  up  of  some  of  the  greatest  uni¬ 
versities  in  the  country  including  all  the 
Big  Ten  universities  aVid  several  other 
Midwest  institutions  that  are  interna¬ 
tionally  famed  for  the  strength  of  their 
physics  departments. 

More  than  a  year  ago  they  had  proven 
the  practicality  of  the  brilliant  new  de¬ 
sign  of  their  unique  machine.  In  fact, 
then’  atom  smasher  had  even  then  been 
more  thoroughly  tested  in  model  stage 
than  any  ever  constructed. 

Construction  of  the  machine  will  cost 
$100  million.  To  date,  they  have  not 
received  the  go-ahead  from  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  or  the  Congress. 

These  M.U.R.A.  scientists  have  been 
as  patient  as  Job.  Just  recently  they 
have  shown  another  sterling  quality. 
President  Eisenhower  announced,  last 
month,  that  he  favored  the  construction 
of  a  $100  million  atom  smasher  at  Stan¬ 
ford,  a  so-called  linear  machine  that 
would  be  2  miles  in  length.  This  ma¬ 
chine  would,  at  best,  develop  one- 
twentieth  to.  one-tenth  the  voltage  of  the 
;.U.R.A.  machine,  although  the  cost 
rnuld  be  the  same.  It  would  be  added 
t\s'everal  other  atom  smashers  on  the 
west  coast,  although  there  are  none  in 
the  Middle  West.  There  are  also  several 
on  tM  east  coast.  Because  these  ma¬ 
chines  are  immensely  useful  in  research 
in  high-energy  physics,  their  presence 
on  both  coasts  adds  substantial  strength 
to  the  faculties  of  educational  institu¬ 
tions  on  both  coasts,  at  considerable 
competitive  cdst  to  our  great  midwest- 
ern  universities^ 

For  all  these  "Reasons,  I  was  at  first 
disturbed  and  concerned  about  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  announcement  of  plans  to  build 
the  new  atom  smasher  at  Stanford. 

I  immediately  got  in.  touch  with  the 
executive  director  of  sj.U.R.A.,  Prof. 
Ragnar  Rollefson,  of  th/University  of 
Wisconsin.  Dr.  Rollefson/  reply  im¬ 
pressed  me  very  deeply.  Far  from  ex¬ 
pressing  disappointment  or  a/tagonism 
to  the  President’s  proposal  for  Stanford, 
he  was  enthusiastic.  He  told  me  that,  in 
his  judgment,  the  President  was  right; 
that  his  decision  would  benefit  the  scien¬ 
tific  community  and  the  Nation. 
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Mrv.  President,  in  an  era  of  cynical, 
ruthless  competition  for  Government 
dollars, \n  which  even  university  facul¬ 
ties  nghtNooth  and  nail  for  advantage, 
I  think  thik  attitude  of  the  scientists  of 
M.U.R.A.  merits  commendation.  This  is 
scientific  statesmanship. 

I  earnestly  luspe,  Mr.  President,  that 
this  high-mindedvunselfish  attitude  will 
be  remembered.  MURA  scientists  are 
working  at  this  very  Inoment  in  Madison, 
Wis.,  on  then'  third  model  of  a  clashing 
beam  accelerator  whictv  can  put  us  far 
ahead  of  Russia  in  pure  research  in  high 
energy  physics,  and  mayNtruly  revolu¬ 
tionize  the  future  of  mankind.  I  trust 
that  when  these  great  MURA,  scientists 
again  come  before  the  Atomifc  Energy 
Commission  they  will  be  given  tne  same 
statesmanlike  consideration  the\  now 
give  their  Stanford  colleagues,  inci¬ 
dentally,  Dr.  Rollefson  expressed  ihe 
hope  to  me  that  the  MURA  research 
Madison  will  lead  to  the  design  for  the' 
next  large  accelerator  to  be  constructed 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  letter  to  me  from  Dr.  Rollef¬ 
son,  explaining  his  enthusiastic  support 
of  the  Stanford  linear  electron  accel¬ 
erator,  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  University  of  Wisconsin, 

Madison,  Wis.,  May  27, 1959. 
The  Honorable  William  R.  Proxmire, 

V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Proxmire:  I  am  writing  in 
response  to  your  questions  regarding  the 
present  progress  of  the  MURA  program  and 
the  relationship  between  the  MURA  and 
Stanford  programs. 

First,  let  me  say  that  we  were  delighted  to 
learn  that  the  President  is  going  to  recom¬ 
mend  authorization  of  the  Stanford  linear 
electron  accelerator.  This  is  an  excellent 
machine  which  is  essentially  a  longer  model 
of  the  accelerator  already  operating  at  Stan¬ 
ford,  and  since  it  Involves  no  new  techniques 
its  performance  and  cost  can  be  rather  ac¬ 
curately  predicted.  The  program  will  be  un¬ 
der  the  direction  of  topnotch  scientists  who 
have  the  benefit  of  several  years’  experience 
with  the  smaller  machine. 

There  are  some  who  argue  that  it  may  be 
a  mistake  to  go  ahead  with  the  large  electron 
accelerator  (15  to  45  Bev)  before  the  7  Bev 
machine  at  Harvard-MIT  is  in  operation  and 
can  give  a  better  indication  of  what  may  bey 
expected  at  these  higher  energies.  A  d( 
tailed  discussion  of  this  point  would  be  o6t 
of  plaoe  here  (even  if  I  were  prepare/  to 
give  one).  Suffice  it  to  say  that  a/very 
capable  committee  looked  into  the  acceler¬ 
ator  problem  for  the  President  and  we  know 
that  they  sought  the  best  availajne  advice 
before  making  their  decision. 

I  should  point  out  that  the  Stanford  and 
MURA  programs  are  not  competitors  in  a 
scientific  sense  but  wiU  rather  complement 
one  another  and  give  a  more  complete  cov¬ 
erage  of  the  high  energy/ field  than  would 
be  possible  with  either  machine  alone.  The 
Stanford  accelerator  produces  extremely  high 
energy  electrons  whioh  can  be  used  for  such 
things  as  probing  the  charge  distribution  in 
nuclear  particles. /The  MURA  machine,  on 
the  other  handy/will  produce  high  energy 
protons  in  grease  abundance,  and  these  can 
be  used  for  su/h  things  as  creating  beams  of 
the  strange  /lew  particles  and  antiparticles 
which  have/been  discovered  recently.  These 
seconder j/beams  of  particles  can  then  be 
used  to  study  in  more  detail  the  nature  of 


the  strange  particles.  In  the  colliding  beam 
version,  the  MURA  accelerator  would  pro-., 
duce  collisions  between  particles  which  are 
10  to  100  times  as  energetic  as  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  in  existing  accelerators. 

So  far  as  the  MURA  program  is  concerned, 
I  can  report  that  the  single  ring,  two-way 
electron  model,  which  was  being  designed 
when  you  visited  the  laboratory,  is  now  near¬ 
ing  completion.  The  component  parts  are 
all  shaping  up  as  planned,  the  only  difficulty 
being  that  everything  takes  a  little  longer 
than  we  should  like.  For  example,  although 
we  have  two  shifts  working  on  the  magnets, 
it  will  be  another  month  before  the  measure¬ 
ments  and  adjustments  of  field  strength  can 
bo  completed. 

In  addition  to  completing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  two-way  electron  model,  we  are 
proceeding  with  the  design  and  construction 
of  component  models  for  a  large  accelerator. 
These  are  necessary  both  to  aid  in  the  de¬ 
tailed  design  of  a  large  machine  and  to  en¬ 
able  us  to  make  realistic  cost  estimates. 

In  all  of  the  above  development  work  we 
are  receiving  excellent  support  and  encour¬ 
agement  from  the  Atomic  Energy  Commis¬ 
sion.  We  are  being  supported  by  them  on 
^continuing  basis  as  an  accelerator  develop- 
ent  laboratory  and  it  is  our  hope  that  these 
developments  will  lead  to  the  design  for  the 
nextNlarge  accelerator  to  be  constructed  in 
the  United  States. 

We  wish  to  thank  you  again  for  your  in» 
terest  ana.  encouragement  and  we  hope  this 
reply  to  yHur  questions  has  not  been  /too 
long-wlndeaS,  If  you  have  a  few  minutes  to 
spare  in  Madnson  sometime  this  summer,  it 
would  be  a  rea^  pleasure  to  show  you  the 
two-way  model. 

Sincerely  yoii^s, 

R.  Rollefson. 
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Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr\President,  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  era  la\t  Friday  car¬ 
ried  a  report  by  their  reporter,  Henry 
Gemmill,  which  anould  serve  a  grave 
warning  on  all  or  us  who  are  concerned 
with  the  health  and  strength\of  the 
American  economy.  We  are  losing^some 
of  our  closest  and  best  customers,  ahd  if 
the  recent  jpast  has  brought  us  bad  nctys 
in  the  competitive  world  market,  the  fi 
ture  looks  far  blacker  unless  we  take  aN 
long,  hard,  serious  thoughtful  look,  and 
then/et,  and  act  vigorously. 

r.  President,  this  article  is  so  timely 
aj/d  so  well  documented  that  I  ask  unani- 
ious  consent  to  have  it  printed  in  the 
Record  following  these  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Gringo  Grip  on  Latin  Markets  Is  Loosened 
by  Pushing  up  Prices — Europeans,  Japa¬ 
nese  Employ  the  Hard  Sell,  Soft  Credit 
To  Peddle  Myriad  Products — But  Mr. 
Grace  Is  Optimistic 

(By  Henry  Gemmill) 

Caracas,  “Venezuela. — Is  another  round  of 
wage  hikes — for  steel  and  then  other  Indus¬ 
tries — likely  to  price  U.S.  goods  out  of  world 
markets?  A  reporter  roaming  the  Latin 
lands  in  America’s  backyard  gets  the  horse¬ 
laugh  when  he  asks  that  question.  It  has 
already  happened,  to  item  after  item. 

John  Wynne,  general  manager  of  a  leading 
import  firm  here,  Officina  Technica  Stubbins, 
C.A.,  hails  a  subordinate  on  his  intercom  and 
checks  competitive  prices  on  an  assortment 
of  sizes  and  types  of  pipes  and  tubing — steel, 
cast  iron,  and  galvanized.  In  nearly  every 
case,  the  European  quotation  runs  about  25 
percent  below  the  Yankee  price.v 


“We  used  to  represent  only  American  sup¬ 
pliers,”  comments  importer  Wynne,  “but  no/ 
if  a  Venezuelan  wants,  say,  some  water  pi/e, 
he’s  not  going  to  take  it  from  the  United 
States  unless  he’s  crazy  or  in  a  terrible  hurry. 
We’ve  switched  over  to  a  British /mill — 
Stewarts  &  Lloyds.1 

In  Bogota,  capital  of  neighboring ^Colombia, 
a  foreign  trade  expert  thumbs  th/ough  a  re¬ 
port  on  the  delivered  prices  of  electric  motors, 
tiny  to  gigantic,  manufactured  in  the 
United  States,  West  Germany,  Switzerland, 
and  other  nations.  Without  exception,  the 
American  models  are  undercut  by  at  least  20 
percent  by  comparable  /European  motors- 
and  in  some  instance/  by  more  than  50 
percent. 

GLASS  AN/  TELEPHONES 

In  Buenos  Aires/Industrias  Kaiser  Argen¬ 
tina,  maker  of  j/ps  and  passenger  cars,  has 
been  importing/most  of  its  raw  material,  in¬ 
cluding  sheet  /reel,  from  less  costly  European 
sources. 

In  Colon/Panama,  a  visitors  tours  a  little 
factory  making  louverd  windows  and  store 
fronts:  Urs  owned  by  W.  P.  Fuller  &  Co.  of  San 
Francisco.  “We’re  still  getting  our  alumi¬ 
num  Extrusions  from  Florida,”  remarks  gen- 
er a/ manager  Neil  Fuller,  “but  the  glass 
comes  from  France  and  Belgium — it’s  at  least 
percent  cheaper.” 

In  San  Jose,  Costa  Rica,  bids  were  recently 
submitted  to  give  the  neat  little  country  a 
complete  new  telephone  system,  under  gov¬ 
ernment  contract.  They  came  from  a  Japa¬ 
nese  firm,  a  British  company,  and  an  Italian 
combine.  “A  Yankee  phone  firm  had  a  man 
down  here,”  a  diplomat  recalls,  “but  he  said 
it  was  no  use  even  going  through  the  motions 
of  trying  to  meet  their  prices;  he  was  just 
rooting  for  the  Italians,  who  would  make 
their  equipment  under  U.S.  license.” 

For  the  United  States  to  begin  losing  its 
grasp  on  this  segment  of  the  world  market 
is,  in  a  way,  quite  an  achievement.  “It  takes 
some  doing,”  wryly  comments  one  U.S.  com¬ 
mercial  attache.  “Not  only  are  these  coun¬ 
tries  enormously  closer  to  us  than  to  Europe 
and  Japan  in  terms  of  physical  distance; 
they’ve  also  been  closer  to  us  psychologically. 
They  remember  vividly  that  during  World 
War  II  they  found  only  their  American 
sources  of  supply  remained  dependable. 
Since  then,  until  very  recently,  these  places 
have  been  practically  our  private  reserve.” 

TREND  OF  THE  FIGURES 

To  a  large  extent,  they  still  are.  Here  in 
Venezuela,  for  instance,  57.2  percent  of  all 
'  ^ast  year’s  imports,  by  value,  flowed  from  the 
lited  States.  But  the  thing  to  watch  is 
tho.  trend;  this  figure  compared  with  68.8 
percent  the  year  before.  No  other  single  na¬ 
tion  Supplied  so  much  as  a  tenth  of  total 
1958  shipments  into  this  lush  market,  but 
again  tile  trend  was  startling.  The  West 
Germans  and  Japanese  surpassed  their  1957 
share  of  theSmarket  by  about  12  percent;  the 
British  hiked,  their  share  25  percent;  the 
Italians  chalked  up  a  65  percent  gain.  Even 
the  Canadians,- na  this  hemisphere,  managed 
a  40  percent  advance. 

Any  attempt  to  get  a  sweeping  statistical 
picture  of  Latin  American  trade  founders  on 
the  fact  that  some  countries  are  still  strug¬ 
gling  to  come  up  with  1S57  figures  and  have 
yet  to  start  on  1958.  But  here  and  there 
samples  can  be  obtained  Nvhich  speak  loud 
and  clear.  Glance,  for  instance,  at  a  table 
showing  the  number  of  passenger  cars 
brought  into  little  Costa  Rica  from  manufac¬ 
turing  countries  during  the  past  3  years: 
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1958 
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Italy . . . . 
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67 

76' 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Senate  subcommittee 
^voted  to  report  Interior  apjrfropriation  bill  (include\FS)  .  House  committee  re- 
sported  tobacco  price  support  bill.  House  passed  billt^o  extend  Reorganization  Act. 
House  received  conference  report  on  Treasury-Post  Offic^appropriation  bill.  House 
committee  reported  public  works  appropriation  bill. 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Continued  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 

7175  (pp.  8579-83,  8587-8617). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  O'llahoney  to  provide  $120,000  additional  for 
enforcement  activities  under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  (p.  8598) .  Sen. 
Allott  moved  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  0‘tlahoney  amendment  was  agreed 
to,  and  his  motion  was  pending  at  adjournment  (pp.  8607-17). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Cooper  to  increase  the  FAS  item  from 
$3,518,300  to  $3,668,300,  and  to  reduce  the  amount  of  foreign  currencies  de¬ 
rived  from  sales  under  Public  Law  480  for  expenses  of  the  agricultural  attache 
service  from  $1,310,000  to  $1,160,000  (pp.  8606-7). 

Rejected,  26  to  51,  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  reduce  the  ad¬ 
vance  authorization  for  the  1960  ACP  program  from  $250  million  to  $100  million 
(pp.  8587-98).  


-  2  - 


Sen.  Stennis  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  bill 
which  would  amend  the  provision  limiting  CCC  commodity  loans  to  $50,000  to  any 
person.  He  inserted  a  statement  which  described  the  purpose  of  his  amendment 
as  follows:  amendment  would  permit  all  producers  to  use  the  loans  as  an 

orderly  marketing  tool  but  would  limit  the  Government  obligation  at  the  end  of 
the  year  to  $50,000.  Farmers  placing  more  than  this  amount  into  the  l^oan  would 
be  required  to  redeem  from  the  Government  any  amount  over  this  level"/(p.  8603) 
en.  Allott  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  Dill  which 
would  provide  $26,000  additional  for  AMS  for  reporting  direct  sales  of  live¬ 
stock  at  ranges  and  feed  lots  in  certain  Western  States  (pp.  8607-17) . 

Sens.  Allott  and  Williams,  Del.,  submitted  amendments  (not  set  forth  in  the 
Record)  which  they  intend  to  propose 


Agteed  to  a  unanimous -consent  request  by  Sen.  Johnson  to  provide  that  be¬ 
ginning  Wed.,  June  3,  debate  on  any  amendment  to  the  bill  will  be  limited 
to  30  minutes,  and  debate  on  final  passage  will  be  limited  to  2  hours  . 

(p.  8607) 


2.  INTERIOR  APPRO PRIATIOlK BILL,  1960.  A  subcommittee  cri:  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  voted  to  report 'with  amendments  '.(but  did  riot  actually  report)  H.  R.  ^ 
5915,  the  Interior  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill  for  1960  (includes!  j 
the  Forest  Service) ,  p.  D422 


3.  WILDERNESS  AREAS.  Sen.  Neub^rger  insert edydn  editorial  urging  enactment  of 
S.  1123,  to  provide  for  the  est^blishment/of  wilderness  preservation  areas, 
p.  8567 


4.  INTEREST  RATES.  Sen.  Proxmire  crit£ti/£ed  the  "hard-money  policy  and  high  in- 
,  terest  rates,"  and  urged  "a  monetaryxpolicy  which  will  be  helpful  to  the 
..  .  country."  p.  8563 


5.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  Received  from  b6e  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessential 
Federal  Expenditures  a  repor^/on  Federal  employment  and  pay  for  Apr.  pp, 
8557-61 


6.  FORESTRY;  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report 

(but  did  not  actually  report)  the  following  billss:  p.  D422  (  1 

H.  R.  2497,  to  add/certain  lands  located  in  Idahp  to  the  Boise  and  Payette  J 
National  Forests; 

S.  1185,  to  provide  for  the  preservation  of  historical  and  archeological 
data  which  might /otherwise  be  lost  as  the  result  of  the\construction  of  a  dam; 

H.  R.  4748,  ifo  extend  the  leasing  provisions  of  0.  &  6*  and  Coos  Bay  Lands 
Act  to  authorise  leases  to  Ore.  for  recreational  purposes/ 


7.  SOIL  BANK.  /Received  a  Chenango  Co.,  N.  Y.,  Chamber  of  CommercY  resolution 

recommending  the  abolishment  of  "the  soil  bank  bill  which  call\for  the  rent¬ 


ing  of  /arms."  p.  8557 


HOUSE 


8.  REORGANIZATION.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  5140,  to  amend  the  Reorganization 
tet  of  1949  so  that  it  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to\the 
Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1,  1961.  p.  8621 


'9.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Received  the  conference  repori 
on  this  bill,  H.  R.  5805  (H.  Rept.  425).  Earlier  in  the  day  conferees  were 
appointed,  pp.  8620-1 
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handout.  Social  security  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  compulsory  and  it  should  be 
^universal,  covering  all  occupations  and 
professions.  Under  its  provisions  people 
should  be  able  to  retire  in  comfort  in- 
steaAof  at  a  mere  subsistence  level. 

NOW^VIEDICAL  ASSOCIATION  SEEKS  SPECIAL 
\  PRIVILEGE 

RecentN.  in  the  other  body,  a  Member 
has  introcmred  H.R.  7295,  designed  to 
provide  coverage  under  the  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Act  for  seif-employed  physicians  on 
a  voluntary,  optional,  basis.  Ap¬ 
parently  the  pnSisicians  this  Member 
states  he  has  concreted  since  his  elec¬ 
tion  to  the  CongresXseek — as  does  the 
ruling  clique  of  the  American  Medical 
Association — a  special  privilege. 

Elective  coverage  undereocial  security 
law  is  unthinkable.  It  would  prove  actu- 
arially  unsound.  How  could  a^y  thought¬ 
ful  person  justify  permitting^  self-em¬ 
ployed  physicians  and  surgeon^to  elect 
whether  or  not  they  desire  to  be  N?vered 
by  social  security?  Men  and  womeiyvho 
are  employed  accept  compulsory  cover¬ 
age  with  gratitude.  Self-employed 
lawyers  and  dentists,  by  huge  majority 
votes  in  their  associations,  have  evi¬ 
denced.  a  desire — as  have  self-employed 
physicians  and  surgeons  in  polls  taken 
by  their  associations — to  come  within 
compulsory  social  security  coverage. 

Were  self-employed  physicians  and 
surgeons  to  be  granted  this  special 
privilege,  obviously  young  professional 
men  might  not  be  interested.  If  they 
chose  not  to  join  the  social  security  sys¬ 
tem  and  have  that  coverage,  which  gives 
full  retirement  payments  at  the  age  of 
50  in  event  of  disability,  and  at  the  age  of 
65  or  thereafter  upon  retirement,  the 
social  security  fund  would  not  have  the 
premiums  paid  in  as  paid  by  other  pro¬ 
fessional  men  at  the  time  of  payment  of 
their  income  taxes.  Those  physicians 
and  surgeons  in  their  60’s  naturally 
would  join  the  social  security  system  and 
have  the  benefit  of  social  security  cover¬ 
age. 

Mr.  President,  obviously,  no  insurance 
and  survivors  system  would  long  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  actuarially  sound  if  cover¬ 
age  were  granted  to  certain  favored  pro¬ 
fessions  on  an  optional  basis. 

If  a  working  man,  a  real-estate  agent/ 
or  a  grocer  is  Required  to  participateym 
social  security  and  have  its  benefits,  Mow 
can  the  author  of  this  bill — or,  iyuact, 
any  physician  or  surgeon — defend  the 
proposal  that  older  physicians  d nd  sur¬ 
geons  may  have  coverage  by  Raying  pre¬ 
miums  into  the  fund  for  ayyear  and  a 
half,  while  younger  men  fund  women  in 
the  same  profession  ma^^hoose  not  to 
enter  the  social  securit^Eystem.  Almost 
immediately  the  socksl  security  fund 
would  be  out  of  balan^  and  become  actu¬ 
arially  unsound.  / 

Mr.  President,  Mssert  the  people’s  rep¬ 
resentatives  cai^provide  reasonable  so¬ 
cial  security  fqpthe  less  fortunate  among 
us  without  i&  any  way  sacrificing  that 
liberty  whim  we  know  as  the  American 
way  of  liffiK 

An  adequate  old-age  insurance  pro¬ 
gram,  ^reasonable  aid  to  the  unfortu- 
natejjmd  extension  of  retirement  benefits 
is  ly&i  statism,  nor  is  it  socialism. 


If  American  industry — big  business — 
can  afford  to  pay  huge  pensions,  as  it 
does,  to  retired  officials  who  do  not  need 
them,  is  it  state  socialism  when  the  peo¬ 
ple’s  representatives  impose  a  tax  on  in¬ 
dustry  and  on  employees  and  self-em¬ 
ployed  to  pay  retirement  and  total  dis¬ 
ability  payments  or  social  security  pay¬ 
ments  to  those  who  do  need  them? 

Of  course,  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  who  are  intent  on  maintain¬ 
ing  social  security  coverage  for  the  em¬ 
ployed  and  self-employed  on  an  actuari¬ 
ally  sound  basis  in  accord  with  its  name 
of  old-age  arid  survivors’  insurance,  will 
not,  in  my  humble  judgment,  give  favor¬ 
able  consideration  to  H.R.  7295. 

One  may  safely  predict — and  I  do  pre¬ 
dict — H.R.  7295  will  not,  and  should  not, 
be  favorably  considered  at  any  time  in 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance.  In 
truth,  it  is  an  outrageous  proposal. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Ml’.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
unfinished  business  is  the  appropriation 
bill  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  1960. 

We  discussed  the  bill  at  some  length 
yesterday,  and  during  the  discussion 
many  comments  were  made  about  the 
general  agricultural  policy  of  our 
country. 

I  noticed  today  in  the  press  stories 
concerning  the  wheat  bill.  Let  me  read 
a  portion  of  the  story  which  appeared 
this  morning  in  the  Washington  Post 
under  the  byline  of  Mr.  Bernard  Bren¬ 
ner  of  United  Press  International,  a  very 
competent  reporter,  one  who  has  a  very 
intimate  knowledge  of  agricultural  legis¬ 
lative  policies.  The  story  reads : 

President  Eisenhower  said  yesterday  the 
failure  of  the  Democratic-controlled  Con¬ 
gress  to  cope  with  the  costly  wheat  surplus 
has  brought  the  present  wheat  program  “one 
step  closer  to  disaster.’’ 

The  President,  who  appealed  to  the  law¬ 
makers  to  enact  a  workable  and  less  expen¬ 
sive  program,  issued  his  special  statement 
shortly  after  Agriculture  Secretary  Ezra  T. 
Benson  proclaimed  1960  wheat  quotas  under 
a  law  he  opposes. 

Under  the  proclamation,  which  must  be 
approved  by  the  growers  in  a  referendum 
July  23,  farmers  would  be  allowed  to  plant 
65  million  acres  of  wheat  next  year — the 
minimum  permitted  by  law  and  the  same 
as  this  year. 

RISE  IN  SURPLUS  SEEN 

Officials  said  a  crop  of  this  size,  coupled 
with  present  price  support  levels,  probably 
would  add  another  150  million  to  200  million 
bushels  of  wheat  to  surplus  stockpiles,  already 
valued  at  about  $3  billion. 

Mr.  Eisenhower  said  the  quotas  which  Ben¬ 
son  was  forced  to  issue  under  present  law 
“will  be  a  continuation  of  the  existing  dis¬ 
credited  wheat  legislation.” 


The  President  said  the  surplus  wheat,  al¬ 
ready  piled  up  under  the  program  would  meet 
this  country’s  normal  wheat  needs  for  2* 1/, 
years. 

This  is  a  most  interesting  story.  One 
would  think  that  the  legislation  under 
which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
operating  is  legislation  which  it  opposed. 
According  to  this  story,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  would  have  us  be¬ 
lieve — and  I  am  sure  that  is  because  of 
his  lack  of  understanding  of  the  sub¬ 
ject,  or  lack  of  factual  information  fur¬ 
nished  to  him,  because  I  do  not  believe 
the  President  would  personally  misrep- 
esent  anything — that  the  wheat  policies, 
and  the  agricultural  legislation  referring 
to  wheat  are  not  of  his  design,  not  some¬ 
thing  which  was  enacted  at  the  request 
of  his  department. 

What  are  the  facts?  It  is  very  dif¬ 
ficult  to  get  the  facts  from  the  press, 
primarily  because  the  press  reports  what 
the  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  are  saying,  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  mismanaged  the  farm 
program  to  the  point  where  it  cannot 
afford  to  say  that  this  program  is  its 
own  program,  so  it  tries  to  place  respon¬ 
sibility  on  the  back  of  some  other 
agency,  namely,  the  Congress. 

The  New  York  Times  of  today  carries 
a  lead  story  entitled,  “President  Terms 
Whept  Program  ‘Step  to  Disaster.’  ” 

Whose  program  do  Senators  think  this 
is?  It  was  designed,  sealed,  and  deliv¬ 
ered  in  the  White  House.  I  trust  the 
President  knew  that  he  was  advocating 
the  policies  which  his  own  Department 
had  recommended.  I  have  had  the  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  examined,  as  to  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  this  administration  in  the 
field  of  wheat. 

In  1954  the  administration  recom¬ 
mended  for  wheat  a  parity  price  support, 
program  of  from  75  to  90  percent  of 
parity,  and  it  asked  for  no  limitations, 
no  reductions  in  acreage.  It  asked  for 
no  other  changes  in  the  law  whatsoever 
with  respect  to  wheat,  except  to  provide 
flexible  price  supports  of  from  75  to  90 
percent  of  parity. 

At  the  same  time,  it  said  that  even 
though  it  wanted  the  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports  from  75  to  90  percent  of  parity,  it 
did  not  intend  to  impose  a  75  percent 
price  support.  In  fact,  it  intended  to 
impose  a  price  support  at  about  82  per¬ 
cent. 

What  did  the  Congress  give  the  ad¬ 
ministration?  I  believe  Senators  will  re¬ 
member  the  battle  in  the  Senate.  They 
will  remember  the  vetoes  which  took 
place  with  respect  to  the  original  bills 
passed  by  Congress. 

Finally  we  come  back  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration  bill. 

In  1954  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954 
was  passed.  The  price  support  for 
wheat  was  82^  percent  for  1955,  which 
was  the  figure  the  Department  said  it 
would  recommend,  so  we  put  it  into  the 
law  as  a  compromise. 

For  1956  the  law  provided  that  the 
support  levels  might  drop  to  75  percent 
of  parity,  which  was  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States.  I  was  present 
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at  all  the  hearings.  I  participated  in  the 
debate.  I  think  I  have  been  reasonably 
diligent  in  my  duties  and  responsibilities 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  say¬ 
ing  that  the  President  got  the  program 
he  wanted.  I  admit  that  he  did  not  get 
it  because  I  voted  for  it,  but  he  got  it. 
In  1955  he  got  what  his  own  Department 
asked  for.  In  1956  he  got  what  his  own 
Department  asked  for.  He  wanted  from 
75  to  90  percent  of  parity,  and  he  received 
it  from  the  Congress. 

In  1955,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
his  own  witnesses,  he  wanted  82*4  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  and  he  obtained  it.  He 
wanted  no  acreage  reduction,  and  that  is 
the  way  Congress  left  the  law. 

There  is  the  record  for  1954.  In  1955 
the  administration  asked  for  no  wheat 
legislation.  What  about  1956?  In  1956, 
as  my  colleagues  will  recall,  we  passed 
another  bill,  which  was  vetoed.  So  the  * 
same  law,  with  provision  for  from  75 
to  90  percent  of  parity,  was  on  the  books. 
The  same  law  of  1954  with  regard  to 
flexible  price  supports  was  on  the  books. 

What  did  the  administration  ask  for  in 
1956,  and  what  did  it  get?  The  so-called 
acreage  reserve  program  was  requested. 
That  was  the  rich  man’s  soil  bank.  That 
was  the  “golf  club  program.”  The  ad¬ 
ministration  asked  for  it,  and  it  got  it. 
Advertisements  appeared  in  all  the  news¬ 
papers  of  America  regarding  the  10 
points  which  the  administration  wanted 
for  a  farm  program ;  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  received  such  a  program,  including 
the  acreage  reserve  program.  We  au¬ 
thorized  the  program  for  4  years,  which 
was  the  request  of  the  administration. 
It  asked  for  annual  expenditures  of  $750 
million,  and  it  obtained  more  through 
supplemental  appropriations. 

It  asked  for  a  continuation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  providing  from  75  to  90  percent  of 
parity.  It  obtained  it.  Senators  will  re¬ 
member  that  the  first  farm  bill  passed  by 
Congress  in  1956  was  vetoed. 

The  administration  asked  for  an  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  noncommercial  wheat 
areas.  I  say  to  my  good  friends  of  the 
fourth  estate  that  the  administration 
asked  for  expansion  of  acreage,  and  it 
obtained  it — not  with  my  vote,  but  it 
was  granted  by  the  Congress. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  in  1956  the  bill 
was  vetoed — from  the  golf  course.  It 
was  vetoed  from  Augusta,  Ga.  I  believe 
it  was  at  the  eighth  hole  where  the  golf 
players  stopped.  Or  was  it  at  seven  and 
one-half?  Somewhere  along  there,  at 
any  rate.  It  was  vetoed  from  the  golf 
course. 

They  asked  for  an  extension  of  the 
exemption  from  controls  on  Durum 
wheat.  They  got  it.  The  administration 
asked  for  an  exemption  of  feed  and  seed 
wheat  from  any  controls.  It  wanted 
established  the  30-acre  exemption,  to 
permit  a  farmer  to  plant  30  acres  if  he 
would  use  it  for  feed  on  his  farm,  with 
(no  controls.  The  administration  got 
that  too. 

After  President  Eisenhower  vetoed  the 
Humphrey  farm  bill,  and  got  through 
another  bill  by  a  close  vote,  what  did 
President  Eisenhower  say?  He  said  that 
the  price  support  for  wheat  would  be 


what  his  own  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
had  announced  prior  to  that  time. 

The  Secretary  had  said  that  the  price 
support  would  be  approximately  $1.81  a 
bushel,  or  75  percent  of  parity.  After  he 
had  vetoed  the  bill  which  Congress  had 
passed,  the  President  decided  to  throw 
out  a  few  more  crumbs  to  the  folks.  He 
established,  after  he  had  vetoed  the  bill 
we  had  passed  which  had  contained  con¬ 
trols,  arbitrary  prices  on  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  at  a  higher  level  than  had 
previously  been  announced  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  After  the  veto  from 
Augusta — the  “golf  course  veto” — the 
President  announced  the  price  support 
on  wheat  at  82.6  percent  of  parity,  or 
$2  a  bushel,  as  compared  with  the 
previous  announcement  of  $1.81.  That 
is  a  matter  of  record. 

In  1956,  therefore,  the  price  support 
on  wheat  was  $2  a  bushel,  by  adminis¬ 
tration  announcement. 

What  happened  in  1957?  In  1957,  the 
administration  asked  for  the  acreage  re*" 
serve.  That  was  agreed  to.  They  asked 
for  a  range  of  from  60  to  90  percent  for 
the  basic  commodities.  The  Secretary 
said  he  did  not  plan  to  go  below  75  per-* 
cent.  They  did  not  get  the  60  to  90  per¬ 
cent  provision.  A  range  of  from  75  to  90 
percent  was  retained,  which  was  what 
they  had  asked  for  when  they  talked 
about  the  terrible  mess  they  would  have 
to  clean  up  in  Washington  in  1952.  That 
was  the  90  percent  mess.  They  wanted 
flexibility.  They  got  it.  They  got  a 
provision  allowing  from  75  to  90  percent 
of  parity. 

In  1958,  both  Houses  of  Congress 
passed  a  bill  to  hold  the  price  supports 
at  the  previous  year’s  level,  and  the 
President  vetoed  it. 

In  1959,  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  through  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  his  agent,  asked  for  a  wheat  pro¬ 
gram  which  called  for  the  abandonment 
of  all  controls.  There  would  be  no  con¬ 
trols.  It  would  be  just  like  the  corn  pro¬ 
gram,  under  which  there  are  now  being 
planted  approximately  90  million  acres, 
as  compared  with  72  million  acres 
previously.  Every  person  who  predicts 
crop  production  says  that  this  year  we 
will  have  the  largest  corn  crop  in  the 
Nation’s  history,  at  a  guaranteed  price 
of  from  $1.10  to  $1.12  a  bushel,  at  65 
percent  of  parity,  and  unlimited  pro¬ 
duction. 

That  is  what  they  have  asked  for  in 
connection  with  wheat,  namely,  an 
abandonment  of  controls.  They  ask 
price  supports  of  75  to  90  percent  of  the 
previous  3 -year  average  market  price  or 
0  to  90  percent  of  parity  for  1960,  1961, 
and  1962,  with  a  50  percent  increase  in 
allotments.  That  means  more  acres  and 
more  production.  Then,  in  1963  and 
thereafter,  there  would  be  no  allotments, 
no  quotas — no  controls — and  price  sup¬ 
port  would  be  set  at  90  percent  of  the 
previous  3 -year  average  market  price — 
a  beaten  down  market  price — or  at  0  to 
90  percent  of  parity. 

I  ask  Senators  to  listen  to  this — their 
preferred  plan  is  to  increase  allotments 
by  50  percent  through  1962,  and  then  to 
abandon  all  allotments  and  quotas.  In 
other  words,  we  would  increase  the  al¬ 
lotted  acreage  under  price  supports  by 


as  much  as  50  percent  through  1962,  and 
then  abandon  the  allotments. 

What  does  the  administration  now 
have,  therefore,  as  a  wheat  program? 
The  wheat  program  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  is  the  flexible  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  The  wheat  program  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  far  from  75  to  90  percent 
of  parity.  The  wheat  program  of  the 
administration  is  what  they  asked  for, 
with  one  exception.  They  have  asked 
to  do  to  wheat  what  was  done  for  corn.  I 
say  there  is  no  use  in  cutting  one’s  throat 
twice.  There  is  no  responsible  agricul¬ 
tural  economist  in  the  country  who  does 
not  know  that  this  year  the  corn  produc¬ 
tion  will  be  from  20  to  30  percent  greater 
than  last  year,  unless  God  Almighty 
stops  it.  That  does  not  include  anyone 
in  the  administration,  no  matter  -  what 
they  think  of  themselves.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  making  a  very  excellent 
speech,  and  he  is  prophesying  with  a 
great  deal  of  accuracy  that  this  country 
faces  the  largest  com  crop  in  its  his-  / 
tory;  and  that,  weather  permitting,  we  ' 
may  be  on  the  threshold  of  one  of  the 
largest  wheat  crops  in  the  Nation’s  his¬ 
tory.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota  was 
responsible  for  furnishing  the  leadership 
for  the  only  two  good  farm  bills  which 
passed  Congress,  both  of  which  were  ve¬ 
toed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  I  wonder  if  he  would  tell  the 
Senate  how  much  the  cost  of  the  farm 
programs  was  between  1933  and  1953. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  1  The  total  net  loss 
during  that  period  was  slightly  in  excess 
of  $1  billion. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Could  the  Sen¬ 
ator  tell  us  what  the  cost  of  the  farm 
programs  was,  or  how  much  the  cost 
has  increased  since  January  20,  1953? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  committee  re¬ 
port  of  the  other  body  tells  us  that  in 
1953,  as  of  June  30th,  there  were  ap¬ 
proximately  one-half  million  dollars 
worth  of  supplies  in  the  possession  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  <Corporation.  On 
June  30,  1959,  there  will  be  $9*4  billion 
worth.  It  is  predicted  that  by  January 
1960,  commodities  valued  at  approxi¬ 
mately  $10*4  billion  will  be  in  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  The  vast  increase  in  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation’s  holdings  is, 

I  suppose,  percentagewise,  approxi¬ 
mately  375  percent  greater  than  it  was 
6  years  ago. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  cost  of  maintaining 
the  parity  program  for  the  farmers  has 
increased  by  700  percent  under  Mr. 
Benson. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  total  cost — 
that  is  the  total  amount  of  the  losses  in¬ 
volved  ;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  understand  that 
the  amount  of  the  surplus  products  in 
storage  has  increased  7  times  over.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  amount  of 
the  ownership  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  There  is  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  ownership  and  loans.  The  amount 
of  ownership;  yes;  that  is  correct. 
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Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yet  the  admin¬ 
istration  had  promised,  at  the  same  time, 
that  it  would  reduce  the  payroll  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  What  has 
happened  to  the  payroll  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  number  of  persons  employed 
since  January  20,  1953? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  has  increased  by 
about  18,000.  At  the  same  time  we 
have  about  800,000  fewer  farmers.  Let  us 
say  that  there  are,  in  general,  fewer 
farmers  than  at  any  time  in  the  Nation’s 
history.  We  are  spending  more  money 
than  at  any  other  time  in  the  Nation’s 
history,  and  we  have  more  Department  of 
Agriculture  employees,  who  are  spend¬ 
ing  that  money  on  fewer  farmers  than  at 
any  other  time  in  the  Nation’s  history. 
At  the  same  time  there  are  approximately 
18,000  more  people  on  the  public  payroll 
who  are  living  off  the  backs  of  fewer 
farmers. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  farmer  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  the  one  who  is  feeding  at  the 
public  trough,  and  we  are  told  that  he  is 
the  only  one  in  the  country  who  is  par¬ 
ticipating  in  that  adventure. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator’s 
statement  cannot  be  disputed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  But  he  is  not  the 
only  one  who  enjoys  subsidy  or  parity,  as 
we  who  come  from  the  farm  and  ranch 
country  call  it.  What  other  segments 
of  our  population  participate  in  the  en¬ 
joyment — if  L  may  use  that  word  ad¬ 
visedly — of  a  subsidy,  so  that  they  could 
be  given  some  degree  of  security  in  their 
struggle  with  other  segments  of  the 
economy? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  read  not  long- 
ago  an  editorial  published  in  Life  mag¬ 
azine  about  the  so-called  farm  fiasco  or 
farm  policy  fiasco  and  I  intend  to  say  a 
few  words  about  it  some  time  this  month. 
The  editorial,  as  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  knows,  condemned  subsidies. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Did  Life  magazine 
mention  the  subsidies  it  has  been  re¬ 
ceiving  for  20  years? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Oh,  no.  Subsidies 
are  good  for  Life,  but  they  are  very  bad 
for  the  moral  fiber  of  farmers.  In  other 
words,  while  Life  has  grown  more  pros¬ 
perous  and  its  circulation  has  expanded 
with  subsidies — the  good,  old-fashioned : 
subsidies  through  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment — when  Mr.  Farmer  gets  a  little 
subsidy,  that  is  bad,  real  bad.  Never¬ 
theless,  one  is  as  much  a  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payer  as  is  the  other. 

Of  course,  there  is  a  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  merchant  marine,  a  very 
effective  one. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  And  for  the  rail¬ 
roads. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  And  for  the 
steamship  companies. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  tariff,  which 
has  been  in  existence  for  180  years,  is 
really  a  subsidy  for  business  in  general. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  There  is  a  price- 
support  program  for  newspapers. 

Mi*.  HUMPHREY.  The  law  provides 
for  the  free  distribution  of  newspapers 
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at  the  county  level.  I  doubt  that  farmers 
get  free  transportation  of  their  commod¬ 
ities  at  the  county  level.  Mind  you,  Mr. 
President,  I  am  not  complaining  about 
the  right  of  county  newspapers  to  free 
distribution  in  the  county;  I  think  that 
is  fine. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  We  are  not  com¬ 
plaining  about  any  of  those  subsidies. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  on  the  other 
hand,  we  simply  do  not  think  the  other 
groups  should  go  around  pretending  that 
they  are  purer  than  Ivory  soap. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  framer  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  fairly  prosperous  in  this. pe¬ 
riod  of  time,  is  he  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  According  to  the 
reports  we  hear,  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  they  are  said  to  be  very 
prosperous. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  d!>  not  the  figures 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  show  that 
today  in  the  United  States  1,400,000  farm 
families  are  earning  less  than  $1,000  a 
year? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  according 
to  the  figures  of  the  administration’s  own 
Bureau  of  the  Census,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana,  who  has  again  given 
to  us,  in  his  concise  and  accurate  man¬ 
ner,  a  very  revealing  description  of  what 
is  happening  in  the  farm  areas  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  farm  program. 

Mr.  President,  my  purpose  in  rising  to¬ 
day  to  speak  on  this  particular  subject 
matter  is  simply  to  set  the  record 
straight.  Now  let  me  set  it  straight.  I 
have  reported  accurately  the  requests  of 
the  administration  for  legislation.  I 
have  reported  accurately  what  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  obtained  from  Congress. 

I  say  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  that  in  1956  he  himself  announced 
price  supports  for  wheat  at  82.6  percent 
of  parity.  I  also  remind  him  that  it  was 
his  administration  which  proposed  a 
price  support  of  $1.25  a  bushel  for  corn — 
on  all  the  farmer  could  produce — without 
any  controls.  From  that  day  on,  the 
corn  farmer  has  been  in  trouble. 

I  also  point  out  that  what  the  admin¬ 
istration  are  now  asking  for  is  lower  price 
supports  and  the  removal  of  controls  for 
wheat.  But  the  lower  price  supports  for 
which  they  are  asking  are  90  percent  of 
the  average  of  the  market  price  for  3 
years.  The  lower  price  supports  will  be 
practically  the  same  as  the  price  sup¬ 
ports  which  now  exist  under  the  very 
program  which  the  administration  says 
is  leading  the  farmers  to  disaster.  After 
3  years  all  controls  are  removed  and  pro¬ 
duction  supported  at  90  percent  of  the 
average  market  price.  So  what  it 
amounts  to  is  to  say  to  the  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  everywhere  in  America,  in  com¬ 
mercial  or  noncommercial  areas,  “You 
need  comply  with  no  regulations,  no 
marketing  controls,  no  acreage  controls; 
you  can  simply  plant,  plant,  plant.” 

Mr.  President,  what  do  you' think  will 
happen  to  production?  What  has  been 
the  record?  The  record  is  that  when 


that  kind  of  program  takes  effect,  pro¬ 
duction  zooms. 

I  have  here  the  production  figures. 
In  1954  the  support  price  for  wheat 
farmers  was  90  percent  of  parity,  and  the 
total  wheat  production  in  that  year  was 
984  million  bushels. 

In  1958  the  support  price  was  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  and  wheat  production  was 
1,462  million  bushels. 

In  1956  the  support  price  was  82.6  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  and  wheat  production  was 
1,004  million  bushels. 

In  1954,  with  the  support  price  at  90 
percent  of  parity,  wheat  production  was 
984  million  bushels. 

In  1953,  according  to  my  memory — I 
shall  ask  one  of  my  staff  aides  to  verify 
this — the  price  support  was  90  percent  of 
parity,  and  slightly  more  than  1  billion 
bushels  of  wheat  were  produced. 

When  price  supports  are  reduced  to  75 
percent  of  parity,  is  there  a  reduction  in 
production?  When  price  supports  are 
reduced  to  82  percent  of  parity,  is  there 
a  reduction  in  production?  There  is  not. 
Production  increases.  When  farmers  are 
required  to  take  less  under  any  kind  of 
price  support  program,  they  either  plant 
more  or  fertilize  the  land,  thereby  getting 
a  larger  yield  from  each  acre. 

Every  Senator  knows  that  that  is  so. 
Yet  the  administration  insist  upon  hav¬ 
ing  the  American  people  believe  that  the 
wheat  program  which  they  are  admin¬ 
istering  is  something  which  was  forced 
down  their  throats. 

I  want  the  Record  to  be  very  clear.  I 
stood  in  Minnesota,  I  say  to  my  Re¬ 
publican  colleagues,  not  once,  but  many 
times,  and  heard  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  say,  “Give  us  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports;  give  us  price  supports  of  from 
75  to  90  percent  of  parity;  and  we  will 
remove  controls,  balance  production,  and 
raise  prices.” 

.  In  fact,  Mr.  Eisenhower  himself  said 
he  wanted  100  percent  of  parity.  I  want 
to  go  back  to  the  record.  In  1952  he 
spoke  in  Columbia,  S.C.;  Brookings, 
S.  Dak.;  Fargo,  N.  Dak.;  and  Cowville, 
Minn.,  and  promised  the  American  farm¬ 
er  100  percent  of  parity. 

As  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield]  himself  has  so  helpfully  re¬ 
minded  me,  the  statement  was  made  with 
no  ifs,  ands,  or  buts.  It  was  a  powerful 
statement. 

The  administration  expected  Congress 
to  push  through  the  bills  it  wanted.  But 
I  have  not  been  cooperative  in  that  re¬ 
spect;  I  have  been  a  rather  obstreperous 
fellow.  I  have  bucked  the  administra¬ 
tion  all  the  way.  The  laws  now  on  the 
books  are  the  ones  which  this  adminis¬ 
tration  asked  for;  yet  it  is  this  adminis¬ 
tration  which  now  says  that  the  program 
is  leading  to  disaster.  When  did  they 
get  that  foresight?  When  did  they  get 
that  prophetic  knowledge?  They  surely 
did  not  have  it  last  year.  They  did  not 
have  it  the  year  before.  What  is  more, 
every  program  which  this  administra¬ 
tion  has  asked  for  has  led  to  even  more 
disastrous  consequences  than  the  one  in 
the  preceding  year.  So  I  think  the  ad¬ 
ministration  would  be  better  off  and 
better  advised  if  it  stuck  to  the  facts. 

Mr.  President,  some  farm  legislation 
will  be  passed  at  this  session  of  Congress. 
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But  I  make  the  assertion  now  that  if  any 
is  passed  which  is  any  good,  it  will  be 
vetoed.  If  any  farm  legislation  is  passed 
at  this  session  which  provides  effective 
controls  along  with  meaningful  price 
supports,  it  will  be  vetoed. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota 
believes  in  certain  fundamental  princi¬ 
ples  of  agricultural  policy.  First,  I  think 
there  must  be  great  emphasis  on  the  soil 
conservation  program  over  and  above 
what  exists  at  present.  I  support  the 
so-called  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  I  oppose  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams!  . 

I  believe  that  the  soil  conservation 
program  is  good  national  policy.  I 
support  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  which  was  the  legitimate  soil 
bank.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot  help  but 
remember  that  back  in  1956  the  admin¬ 
istration  first  opposed  the  so-called  con¬ 
servation  reserve ;  the  administration 
did  not  favor  it.  I  have  the  exchange 
of  correspondence,  which  was  entered  in 
the  Record.  We  then  called  it  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve;  but  the  administra¬ 
tion  did  not  favor  it.  But  then,  one 
day,  during  the  debate,  either  in  this 
body  or  in  the  other  body,  some  Mem¬ 
ber  used  the  words  “soil  bank.”  When 
the  administration  heard  the  word 
“bank,”  it  immediately  said,  “That’s  for 
us.”  [Laughter.]  The  word  “bank” 
made  the  conservation  reserve  accept¬ 
able  to  the  administration;  and  from 
that  time  on,  the  administration  favored 
it.  However,  instead  of  making  the 
soil  bank  of  benefit  to  the  depositors, 
the  administration  came  up  with  the 
acreage-reserve  program,  which  was  a 
means  of  taking  acreage  out  of  produce 
tion  in  the  case  of  wheat,  corn,  and  the 
other  supported  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities.  In  that  way  the  administration 
removed  millions  of  acres  from  produc¬ 
tion.  However,  the  administration  did 
not  thereby  reduce  the  production. 

Do  you  know  why  that  was,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident?  It  was  because  while  the  admin¬ 
istration  was  removing  large  numbers 
of  acres  from  production,  it  was  reduc¬ 
ing  the  price  supports.  I  do  not  know  of 
any  better  way  to  describe  accurately 
the  result  of  the  reduction  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  than  to  use  the  words  which  were 
used  in  this  Chamber  a  short  time  ago 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Capehart],  who,  with  his 
customary  frankness  and  candor,  said 
that  an  agricultural  policy  which  is 
based  on  lower  supports  does  not  reduce 
production;  all  it  does  is  reduce  the 
number  of  farmers  and  reduce  agri¬ 
cultural  income.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
peat  all  that  is  accomplished  by  an  agri¬ 
cultural  policy  which  is  based  on  lower 
price  supports  is  a  reduction  of  the 
number  of  farmers  and  a  reduction  of 
agricultural  income. 

What  we  need,  Mr.  President,  is,  first, 
conservation;  second,  expanded  farm 
credit;  third,  research,  not  only  in  re¬ 
gard  to  production,  but  also  in  regard 
to  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  both  for  consumption  by  humans, 
for  consumption  by  animals,  and  for 
industrial  uses. 


Then  we  come  to  the  question  of  the 
type  of  economics  required.  If  we  pro¬ 
vide  the  farmer  with  a  price  support  for 
an  agricultural  commodity  which  is  in 
excess  supply,  he  should  be  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  production  controls.  I  repeat,  Mr. 
President,  that  if  a  farmer  is  to  receive  a 
price  support  in  the  case  of  any  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  which  is  in  excess  sup¬ 
ply,  he  should  be  willing  to  accept  pro¬ 
duction  controls.  Those  production  con¬ 
trols  may  be  acreage  controls  or  acreage 
limitations  or  marketing  quotas.  I  pre¬ 
fer  that  the  controls  be  in  terms  of 
bushels  or  other  units — bushels,  pounds, 
or  bales.  I  do  not  believe  in  providing 
price  supports  on  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  that  are  in  excess  supply,  unless 
-  there  are  production  controls. 

However,  Mr.  President,  this  adminis¬ 
tration  believes  to  the  contrary.  This 
administration  talks  about  removing 
controls — which  it  is  doing;  but  at  the 
same  time  it  maintains  diluted  price 
supports — for  instance,  65  percent  of 
parity  price  supports  on  all  a  farmer  can 
produce,  or  60  percent  of  parity  price 
supports  on  all  a  farmer  can  produce; 
but  the  administration  does  not  provide 
control;?,  even  where  there  are  fabulous 
quantities  of  surplus  stocks. 

The  other  principle  in  which  I  believe 
is  that  a  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should 
be  empowered  to  use  a  variety  of  means 
to  assure  income  protection  and  price 
supports;  crop  loans,  such  as  we  have 
under  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  program;  timely  purchases  in  ade¬ 
quate  amounts,  which  are  needed  today 
in  the  case  of  eggs  and  poultry,  but 
which  this  administration  refuses  to  do; 
compensatory  payments;  production 
payments.  All  of  these — crop  loans,  ex¬ 
panded  credit,  compensatory  payments, 
and  purchases — should  be  a  tool  kit  of¬ 
fered  to  the  Secretary,  for  him  to  use  in 
a  farm  program.  He  should  be  allowed 
to  use  any  one  that  he  finds  usable  or 
adaptable  to  the  situation. 

But  I  repeat  that  when  a  farm  pro¬ 
ducer  receives  a  guaranteed  price,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  case  of  a  commodity 
which  is  in  excess  production,  he  should 
he  required,  and  he  must  be  required,  to 
accept  controls. 

I  repeat  that  this  administration  talks 
about  lower  price  supports  and  no  con¬ 
trols;  and  what  it  is  doing  is  wrecking 
the  farm  economy. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  made  this  point.  He  and  I  have 
joined  in  sponsoring  an  amendment  to 
the  pending  bill;  and  our  amendment  re¬ 
quires  the  imposition  of  either  acreage 
controls,  production  goals,  or  marketing 
practices  in  the  case  of  every  commodity 
planted  after  the  first  of  next  January 
for  which  price  supports  are  provided. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  correct;  and'  I  think  suGh  a 
provision  is  long  overdue. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  wish  to  be 
estopped  from  differing  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  on  the  amendment.  As 
I  see  it,  nothing  in  the  amendment  would 
require  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
take  affirmative  action  to  provide  acre¬ 
age  allotments. 

On  the  contrary,  as  I  understand  the 
amendment  it  would  give  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  an  excuse  to  annul  any 
price-support  program,  which  I  believe 
he  has  been  seeking  to  do  all  along.  I 
think  he  wants  to  make  price  supports 
as  unpopular  as  he  can. 

So  I  hope  the  authors  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  will  study  it  further,  because  I  do 
not  believe  it  will  accomplish  What  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  said  it  will. 

As  the  amendment  now  stands,  it  will 
merely  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
an  “out” — an  excuse  for  not  providing 
any  support  program  whatever.  If  this 
amendment  were  to  be  adopted,  he  would 
say  that  this  Democratic  Senate  wrote 
into  the  bill  a  provision  which  prevented 
him  from  supporting  any  commodity  at 
all. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  that  I 
recognize  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  a  sort  of  Houdini  who  seeks  to 
escape  from  the  tight  restrictions  placed 
upon  him  by  Congress;  and  I  also  recog¬ 
nize  that  it  is  hard  to  hold  him  in  line 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law.  But 
I  believe  we  shall  close  this  escape  hatch 
.by  means  of  a  further  amendment  which 
I  intend  to  propose  later  on,  as  a  modi¬ 
fication  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  await  the  fur¬ 
ther  amendment,  because  I  am  confident 
that  this  amendment  will  merely  provide 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  an  ex¬ 
cuse  for  doing  something  he  has  been 
trying  to  do  for  a  long,  long  time.  | 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
observation  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
is  well  made.  As  will  be  recalled,  yes¬ 
terday  I  asked  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  have  the  amendment  printed.  It 
has  been  printed,  and  a  copy  of  the 
amendment  is  now  on  the  desk  of  each 
Senator. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
raised  a  very  valid  point,  and  one  of 
which  we  shall  take  cognizance;  and  we 
shall  make  sure  that  what  he  has  cau¬ 
tioned  against  does  not  become  a  reality, 
because  none  of  us  would  want  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with 
an  escape  hatch  by  which  he  could  avoid 
carrying  out  the  declared  desires  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  President,  there  have  appeared  in 
the  press  many  articles  and  comments 
in  regard  to  the  agricultural  program  and 
the  present  situation  in  that  connection. 
I  read  the  large  metropolitan  newspa¬ 
pers,  and  I  take  note  of  such  articles. 
Of  course  the  wheat  program  is  in 
trouble;  indeed  it  is.  But  for  the  mo¬ 
ment,  Mr.  President,  let  us  not  attempt 
to  assess  the  blame.  Instead,  let  us 
simply  ask  whether  the  administration 
has  requested  a  decrease  in  the  number 
of  acres  planted  or  whether  it  has  re¬ 
quested  abolition  of  price  supports  or 
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whether  it  has  requested  production  con¬ 
trols.  The  answer  is  unmistakably  and 
unqualifiedly  “No.”  Despite  the  fact 
that  literally  billions  of  dollars  are  tied 
up  in  wheat  in  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  storage,  the  administration’s 
preferred  proposal  is  to  lift  the  controls 
and  to  expand  the  acreage  and  to  make  a 
very  modest  reduction  in  price  supports. 
JNo  one  can  show  that  by  reducing  price 
supports,  production  is  reduced,  unless 
supports  are  reduced  to  such  a  level  that 
the  entire  agricultural  economy  is  liter¬ 
ally  dried  up,  by  driving  the  people  off 
the  land. 

That  Was  done  in  Russia,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent;  but  in  1  Russia  it  was  done  in  a 
crueler  way,  although  a  more  direct  way; 
the  Russian  Government  simply  used  the 
troops  and  the  secret  police  to  drive  the 
farmers  into  the  collectives,  and  to  drive 
the  farmers  off  their  own  farms. 

Mr.  President,  we  do  not  believe  in 
such  things.  We  do  not  believe  in  col¬ 
lectives,  either  private  or  public. 

I  believe  that  the  farm  program  which 
is  needed  is  one  which  will  carry  out  the 
purpose  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  which  is  still  on  the  statute 
books.  The  purpose  of  that  act  is  to  have 
a  Government  policy  which  will  bring  to 
the  farmer  full  parity,  his  fair  share. 

All  I  ask  of  those  who  write  the  articles 
and  report  these  statements  is  that  they 
examine  the  record  and  honestly  ask 
themselves  whether  any  proposal  which 
the  administration  has  made  in  regard 
to  wheat  will  reduce  production  by  as 
much  as  1  million  bushels  or,  in  fact, 
whether  it  will  reduce  production  by  as 
much  as  100  bushels.  Is  there  any  pro¬ 
posal  which  the  administration  has  made 
which  will  reduce  the  burden  upon  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation?  The 
administration’s  proposals  are  still  for 
price  supports;  the  administration’s 
proposals  are  for  expanded  acreage,  on 
the  one  hand;  and  no  acreage  limita¬ 
tions,  on  thie  other  hand;  and  all  of  this 
adds  more  and  more  stocks  to  those  now 
in  the  hands,  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

What  we  need  to  do,  if  we  are  to  have 
a  price  support  program,  is  to  have  one 
that  contains  an  incentive  big  enough 
so  that  farmers  are  willing  to  accept 
controls  and  production  limitations. 

Let  me  say  to  my  colleagues  in  this' 
body  who  once  used  to  praise  the  farmer 
committee  system,  that  was  the  heart 
and  the  core  of  an  effective  agricultural 
program.  The  farmer  committee  sys¬ 
tem  resulted  in  democratically  and  freely 
elected  farmers  from  their  own  com¬ 
munities  to  supervise  the  farmprograms, 
to  measure  the  fields,  to  administer  the 
program,  just  as  a  township  board  ad¬ 
ministers  the  affairs  of  a  township, 
and  just  as  a  county  board  administers 
the.  affairs  of  a  county.  Now',  in  every 
county  throughout"  America  We  have 
county  managers,  some  of  them  having 
come  right  from  Harvard,  skilled  in 
agricultural  economics,  but,  I  may  addJ" 
having  very  little  information  about 
some  of  the  communities  in  which  they 
work.  f  - 

I  received  a  while  ago  a  letter  from  a 
distinguished  gentleman  from  the  great 
State  of  Ohio.  The  letter  reads : 


Mr  Dear  Senator  :  Permit  me  to  introduce 
myself.  I  was  a  member  of  the  Ohio  A.A.A. 
and  P.M.A.  State  committee  from  1936  to 
1952,  when  I  retired.  I  was  chairman  of  the 
committee  from.  1946  until  my  retirement. 
My  old  friend,  Chas.  W.  Stickney,  was  chair¬ 
man  in  your  State  at  that  time. 

Now  to  what  I  want  to  tell  you.  Yesterday 
I  received  17  cents  a  dozen  for  my  eggs.  I 
decided  to  sell  half  of  my  hens.  I  found  the 
price  I  would  get  was  12  cents  a  pound. 

We  operate  a  dairy  farm  and  are  under 
continual  pressure  from  the  various  inspec¬ 
tors  who  do  everything  from  count  the  fly 
specks  on  the  windows  to  measure  the  depth 
of  the  Utter  in  the  tromp  shed.  The  only 
reason  for  the  action  of  these  little  Hitlers 
we  can  figure  out  is  that  our  operation  is  not 
considered  a  big  one.  With  stricter  and  even 
unreasonable  requirements  the  price  of  our 
grade  A  milk  dropped  30  cents  last  month. 

Our  milk  must  get  wide  distribution  as  we 
are  inspected  by  a  chain  retailer,  two  city 
health  departments  and  occasionally  others. 
All  claim  jurisdiction  since  our  milk  goes 
into  the  tank  from  which  the  milk  sold  in 
their  bailiwick  comes. 

That’s  enough  in  the  complaint  depart¬ 
ment. 

What  I  am  more  concerned  about  is  the 
position  of  we  farmers  nationally. 

The  files  in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s 
office  are  full  of  tests  made  of  various  plans 
to  improve  the  farmer’s  economic  position. 
Apparently  they  are  now  being  read  and  the 
ones  that  were  found  least  beneficial  are 
being  used  to  save  -the  day. 

Programs  once  effective  are  now  found  to 
be  ineffective.  Around  85  percent  of  our 
farmers  used  to  cooperate,  now  only  a  few  do. 

The  only  change  was  in  the  national 
administration. 

This  gentleman  goes  on  to  explain  his 
philosophy  of  agricultural  production. 
Here  is  a  farmer,  a  man  who  has  spent 
a  lifetime  in  agriculture,  who  was  a 
public  servant  in  the  great  State  of  Ohio, 
elected  from  1936  to  1952  by  his  fellow 
farmer  neighbors,  a  member  of  the  old 
PMA  committee  or  AAA  committee, 
chairman  of  the  State  .group  from  1946 
to  1952;  certainly  he  knows  of  what  he 
speaks.  / 

I  know  in  my  own  State  of  Minnesota, 
the  farmer  committee  system  is  the  heart 
and  core  of  the  whole  farm  program. 
The  only  way  compliance  can  be  had  in 
any  program  is  to  have  the  farmers 
trust  that  committee  system.  It  is  fair 
to  say  that  in  1950,  1951,  and  1952,  from 
75  percent  to  85  percent  of  the  farmers 
complied  with  the  program  requirements. 
Less  than  35  percent  comply  today. 
Why?  They  have  lost  faith  in  the  farm 
program. 

It  seems  to  me  this  is  what  needs  to 
be  remembered :  The  program  is  not  only 
a  failure  in  Washington;  it  has  been 
repudiated  in  the  country.  I  call  upon 
those  who  publish  the  news  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to'  tell  them  that  the  program 
being  called  upon  to  be  used  today  is  the 
Eisenhower  program,  the  Benson  pro¬ 
gram,  the  flexible  price  support  program. 
It  is  their  program,  and  it  is  a  failure. 
I  have  a  feeling,  gained  from  the  Senator 
from  Georgia,  that  it  was  so  designed. 


PERSONAL  STATEMENT— NOMINA¬ 
TION  OP  LEWIS  L.  STRAUSS  TO  BE 
SECRETARY  OP  COMMERCES 
Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
discuss  for  a  few  minutes  what  I  consider 


to  be  a  very  delicate  matter,  but  never 
have  I  hesitated  in  my  years  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  discuss  delicate  matters  if  LTelt 
they  involved  a  question  which  ought  to 
be  publicly  discussed  in  the  piffdic  in¬ 
terest.  I  discuss  this  one,  Mr.  president, 
because  I  am  very  much  saddened  by  two 
telephone  calls  I  had  this  mpfning,  and 
also  saddened  by  a  press  announcement  - 
I  have  just  taken  off  the/tiicker. 

I  was  called  this  mormng  by  two  very 
prominent  Jewish  leaders  in  America, 
who  advised  me  thgft  their  offices  had 
received  a  great  niany  telephone  calls 
making  the  allegation — which  they  said 
they  knew  was  false — that  much  of  the 
opposition  to  Admiral  Strauss  that  has 
arisen  in  the/Senate  of  the  United  States 
is  anti-Semitic.  Now,  Mr.  President,  we 
must  facer  up  to  this  question.  These 
Jewish  Waders  -may  be  heard  from  later. 
They  jnade  very  clear  to  me  that  they 
are  very  much  concerned  about  it,  and 
they  think  it  is  very  unfprtunate  that 
suAh  a  false  bit  of  propaganda  lias  been 
circulated. 

/  I  told  them  that,  in  view  of  my  confi¬ 
dence  in  them,  and  the  reliability  of  their 
statements  to  me,  I  intended  to  c  all  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  type  of 
propaganda  which  apparently  has  been 
circulated  by  those  who  wish  to  put  a 
false  accusation  upon  those  of  us  who 
are  opposing  the  Strauss  nomination.  \ 

I  came  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  Mr.  . 
President,  to  report  these  telephone  con-  \ 
versations  and  upon  my  arrival  I  noticed 
an  AP  dispatch  which  reads  as  follows; 

A  Republican  .jPongressman  said  today,  “It 
is  being  impressed  upon  me  constantly  that 
opposition  to  the  confirmation  of  Lewis  L. 
Strauss,  as  Secretary  of  Commerce,  is  based 
on  religious  prejudice. 

“If  this  is  true,  it  revolts  me  as  an  Amer¬ 
ican  citizen,’’  Representative  Steven  B.  De- 
rotjnian.  Republican,  of  New  York,  said  in  a 
statement  for  the  Congressional  Record. 

Strauss  is  a  Jew,  a  trustee  of  the  Jewish 
Theological  Seminary  and  a  past  president  of 
Congregation  Manu-el  in  New  York. 

His  nomination  by  President  Eisenhower 
to  the  Commerce  post  precipitated  the  bit¬ 
terest  Senate  controversy  in  recent  years  over 
confirmation' of  a  Cabinet  appointee. 

However,  there  has  been  no  mention  in  the 
Senate  of  religious  considerations;  disputes 
Soave  centered  about  Strauss’  policies  when 
lm  was  Chairman  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  answer  he  has  given  under 
Senate  committee  questioning. 

Deroljnian  said  in  his  brief  statement,  “I 
have  repeatedly  refused  to  believe,  but  it  is 
being  imNessed  upon  me  constantly  that  the 
oppositionN»  Acting  Secretary  Lewis  L. 
Strauss,  in  reality,  is  based  on  religious  preju¬ 
dice.” 

Derounian  isW  former  president  of  the 
board  of  trusteesrtef  the  First  Presbyterian 
Church,  Mineola,  N'Y. 

Mi*.  President,  I  am  glad  that  Repre¬ 
sentative  DEROUNiAiXstated  what  had 
been  reported  to  him,  Because  I  feel  that 
one  of  the  great  strengths  of  democratic 
government  is  to  be  found  na  a  frank  pub¬ 
lic  discussion  of  such  issuers  this  once 
the  issue- is  raised.  \ 

I  think  my  colleagues  know  that  I  need 
to  yield  to  no  man  in  the  SenatXof  the 
United  States  in  opposition  to  any*|em- 
blance  of  anti-Semitism;  in  opposition  to 
any  semblance  of  religious  intolerance; 
in  opposition  to  any  semblance  of  disV 
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crimination  anywhere  in  American  life 
base'd  upon  race,  creed,  or  color. 

ButVl  am  opposed  to  the  confirmation 
of  the  nomination  of  Admiral  Strauss, 
and  in  niy  opposition  I  join  with  some  of 
the  great  men  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  in  isy  opinion — and  there  are 
great  men  oirUie  other  side  of  the  issue, 
too.  \ 

I  think  the  time  to  stop  this  kind  of 
vicious  anti-American  and  un-American 
propaganda,  Mr.  President,  is  when  it 
first  bursts  forth,  ancMhat  is  why  I  dis¬ 
cuss  this  delicate  subjert  today. 

I  hope,  Mr.  President, Nye  will  hear  no 
more  of  it,  because  I  am  satisfied  there  is 
not  a  scintilla  of  truth  in  any  such  vi¬ 
cious  propaganda  which  mai  emanate 
from  any  quarter  in  the  beliel  that  by 
spreading  this  kind  of  vicious  unr  Amer¬ 
ican  propaganda  some  sympathy  may  be 
aroused  for  the  nominee.  \ 

It  so  happens,  Mr.  President,  that\m 
May  19,  1959,  I  answered  a  letter  which 
had  been  written  to  me  by  Mr.  Bemara\ 
Postal,  the  editor  of  the  Jewish  Digest, 
3459  Frederick  Street,  Oceanside,  N.Y.  - 
It  was  the  second  letter  which  I  had  re¬ 
ceived  from  Mr.  Postal,  and  he  very 
properly  in  his  second  letter  expressed 
regret  that  he  had  not  received  a  reply 
to  the  first  letter.  I  mention  that  be¬ 
cause  in  the  first  paragraph  of  my  reply, 
which  I  shall  read  to  the  Senate,  I  state 
he  had  not  received  a  reply  to  his  first 
letter  not  because  of  any  inclination  for 
my  part  not  to  reply  to  him  but  simply 
because  I  had  not  had  time  to  get  around 
to  answering  all  my  mail. 

Because  this  letter,  I  mink,  is  an  in¬ 
teresting  exhibit,  in  view  of  the  charge 
of  anti-Semitism  which  is  now  being 
propagandized  in  the  country,  apparently 
in  an  attempt  to  becloud  the  Strauss 
issue,  I  want  to  read  my  reply  to  this 
Jewish  editor.  , 

Before  I  do  that,  I  wish  to  say  I  think 
it  is  well  known  in  this  body  that  on 
many,  many  an  occasion  in  15  years  of 
service  in  the  Senate  I  have  spoken  in 
support  of  Jewish  drives  conducted  by/ 
the  United  Jewish  Appeal,  the  AnM- 
defamation  League,  B’nai  B’rith,  Jewish 
bond  groups,  and  other  Jewish  orgamza- 
tions.  / 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  posi¬ 
tion  the  Senator  from  Oregon  /as  taken 
throughout  his  public  life  has  been  in 
support  of  any  program  which  sought  to 
protect  this  minority  group,  as  well  as 
any  other  minority  group  whenever  the 
heads  of  bigotry  and  ifrejudice  and  in¬ 
tolerance  have  rearedohemselves  against 
any  minority  group,  including  Jewish 
groups.  / 

Mr.  President/I  pass  judgment  on  the 
qualifications  of  each  nominee  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  his  religious  faith.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  Strauss  is  disqualified  to  be  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  but  he  is  disqualified, 
in  my  lodgment,  on  the  basis,  in  my 
opinion;  that  he  does  not  meet  at  least 
two  of  the  four  historic  criteria  which 
the/Senate  of  the  United  States  has  ap¬ 
plied  over  the  decades  under  the  advice- 
amd-consent  clause  of  the  Constitution 
Vof  the  United  States. 

Those  criteria  are:  First,  character 
and  mental  soundness;  second,  loyalty  to 


our  form  of  government ;  third,  freedom 
from  conflict  of  interest;  and,  fourth, 
general  competency  necessary  to  per¬ 
form  the  duties  of  the  office. 

I  have  said,  and  I  shall  say  at  greater 
length  during  the  debate  on  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Mr.  Strauss,  I  do  not  think  he 
possesses  the  character  which  would 
qualify  him  for  the  job.  I  do  not  think 
he  has  the  sensitivity  for  veracity  which 
would  qualify  him  for  the  job.  I  think 
time  and  time  again  he  has  demon¬ 
strated  an  arrogance  and  a  lack  of  co¬ 
operation  with  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  which  reflects  upon  his 
character.  Second,  I  do  not  think  he 
shows  the  sensitivity  in  regard  to 
the  conflict-of-interest  criterion  which 
would  qualify  him  to  be  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

When  the  total  record  is  considered, 
Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  Strauss 
has  the  quality  of  competency  which 
would  entitle  him  to  have  his  nomina¬ 
tion  confirmed.  It  will  be  in  respect  to/ 
vthose  criteria  that  the  debate  will  pro¬ 
ceed,  so  far  as  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  concerned.  / 

Mr.  President,  today  I  desire  to/mswer 
the  anti-Semitism  charge,  aboj/x  which 
the  two  Jewish  leaders  cafleja  me  this 
morning^  As  Jewish  leadens  they  said 
they  resented  the  fact  that  the  charge 
was  being 'made,  because  they  knew 
there  was  nut  the  slightest  bit  of  anti- 
Semitism  involved  in/the  opposition  of 
any  Member  of\he/U.S.  Senate  toward 
Admiral  Strauss.  \/ 

Mr.  Presidentj/bbcause  I  wrote  this 
letter  to  Mr.  BOstalXthe  editor  of  the 
Jewish  Digest*' long  before  this  matter 
arose  this  morning,  I  wish  to  read  the 
letter  for  the  Record,  because  it  bears 
on  the  bi^ader  problem  in  Regard  to  the 
relationship  of  religious  faitn\and  quali¬ 
fications  for  public  office :  \ 

/  May  l\  1959. 

Mty  Bernard  Postal,  \ 

Ejtitor,  The  Jewish  Digest,  \ 

j Oceanside ,  N.Y.  \ 

'  Dear  Mr.  Postal:  The  only  reason  trvit 
your  earlier  letter  referred  to  in  your  last 
letter  of  May  13  has  not  been  answered  as' 
yet  is  because  my  mail  has  simply  been  too 
heavy  for  me  to  answer  it  as  rapidly  as  I 
would  like  to  do.  However,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  your  last  letter  has  been  called  to 
my  special  attention,  I  am  glad  to  give  you 
this  reply  to  both  letters. 

In  the  first  place  let  me  say  that  I  think 
your  question  assumes  as  fact  a  proposition 
I  am  not  sure  exists  in  fact.  You  say,  “Now 
that  most  Americans  seem  agreed  that  a 
Catholic  could  be  nominated  and  elected 
President  by  either  of  the  two  major  po¬ 
litical  parties  *  *  *.”  I  certainly  hope  that 
such  is  the  fact,  but  I  am  not  sure  it  is. 

One  of  the  saddest  experiences  I  have  is 
reading  the  mail  that  comes  across  my  desk 
that  still  shows  that  a  great  deal  of  intoler¬ 
ance  and  racial  and  religious  bigotry  exist 
in  our  country.  In  replying  to  such  mail, 
as  well  as  in  my  public  speeches,  I  have  tried 
to  make  clear  over  and  over  that  no  one  can 
justify  opposition  to  any  candidate  for  office 
in  our  country  because  of  his  religious  faith 
or  his  racial  origin.  I  certainly  would  not 
hesitate  to  support  a  candidate  for  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  the  Democratic  Party  in  the  1950 
election  because  he  might  be  either  a  Cath¬ 
olic  or  a  Jew. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  think  we  all  have 
to  be  on  guard  against  another  danger  that 
I  think  also  stems  from  prejudice  and  intol-- 


erance.  I  refer  to  the  tendency  on  the/part 
of  many  to  criticize  anyone  who  opposes 
the  candidacy  for  high  office  of  one  Wno  may 
be  Catholic  or  Jew  by  reading  into'  that  op¬ 
position  a  false  accusation  that /ft  is  moti¬ 
vated  by  the  fact  that  the  particular  candi¬ 
date  is  a  Catholic  or  a  Jew. /Tor  instance, 
as  you  know,  I  opposed  th/ nomination  of 
Clare  Boothe  Luce  to  b/  Ambassador  to 
Brazil.  My  opposition  had  nothing  whatso¬ 
ever  to  do  with  the  fac/'that  she  is  a  Cath¬ 
olic.  Yet,  I  am  sure  Wu  would  be  surprised 
at  the  amount  of  mall  I  have  received  from 
people  who  simply/imply  that  my  opposi¬ 
tion  to  her  was  based  on  the  fact  that  she 
is  a  Catholic.  It  so  happens  that  the  mail 
I  received,  winch  was  voluminous,  over¬ 
whelmingly  supported  my  opposition  to  Mrs. 
Luce.  Nevertheless,  I  was  saddened  by  the 
fact  that  inere  were  those  who  wrote  in  who 
jumped  /o  the  conclusion  that  my  opposi¬ 
tion  w^s  based  on  the  fact  that  she  is  a 
Catholic. 

InAiew  of  the  fact  that  you  are  the  editor 
of/the  Jewish  Digest,  I  want  to  respectfully 
/fggest  that  it  has  been  my  observation 
/There  is  a  tendency  among  too  many  Jews 
to  make  a  false  assumption  that,  if  anyone 
opposes  a  Jew  who  is  a  candidate  for  public 
office,  it  must  be  because  of  some  prejudice 
against  Jews.  The  point  I  want  to  stress 
is  that  the  individual  candidate,  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  must  be  judged  on  the  posi¬ 
tion  he  takes  on  legislative  and  governmental 
issues.  I  don’t  care  a  hoot  about  his  religion 
or  his  race,  but,  if  he  takes  a  stand  on  issues 
that,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  in  the  public 
interest,  I  shall  oppose  him  and  my  opposi¬ 
tion  will  have  nothing  whatsoever  to  do 
with  the  matter  of  his  religion  or  his  national 
origin. 

In  the  1958  campaign,  I  made  more 
speeches  for  the  Democratic  National  Com¬ 
mittee  in  behalf  of  candidates  to  the  U.S. 
Senate  than  any  other  Member  of  the  Senate. 
In  several  instances  those  candidates  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  Catholic.  My  support  of  them 
was  based  upon  their  statesmanship  and 
upon  their  stand  on  issues.  However,  in 
campaigning  for  some  of  them  I  was  a  little 
disappointed  to  discover  that ,  there  were 
groups  in  their  States  who  were  urging  that 
they  be  elected  because  they  were  Catholic 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  groups  who  were 
urging  that  they  be  defeated  because  they 
were  Catholic.  I  think  both  groups  were  on 
very  unsound  ground. 

In  my  judgment,  what  is  needed  most  in  ‘ 
American  politics  on  this  issue  is  that  all 
Americans  who  believe  in  first-class  citizen¬ 
ship  for  all  of  our  people,  irrespective  of 
race,  color,  or  creed,  make  it  perfectly  clear 
that  they  are  going  to  judge  candidates  on 
theSbasis  of  the  stand  they  take  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  on  specific  legislative  and  gov¬ 
ernmental  issues. 

sincerely  yours, 

\  Wayne  Morse. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  this 
delicate  question  because  I  think  that  is 
the  only  way \o  keep  democracy  strong: 
When  such  ugly  misrepresentations 
arise,  and  this  Rind  of  vicious  propa¬ 
ganda  seeks  to  smear  the  landscape  of 
American  democr^pv,  we  ought  to  be 
willing  to  get  out  tlae  Senate  debate 
cleansers  and  clean  u{Nhe  situation. 

I  hope  this  will  be  the  last  time  it  will 
be  necessary  for  me  to  say  that  those  who 
are  calling  Jewish  leaders, \uch  as  the 
two  who  telephoned  me  t’hiX.  morning, 
and  asking  them  to  get  busy  anti  support 
Strauss  because  the  opposition  toriiim  is 
based  upon  anti-Semitic  forces  lh  the 
Senate  are  doing  a  great  disservice  to 
American  democracy.  I  say  most  re¬ 
spectfully  that  they  are  following  ah 
un-American  line. 
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otism  on  the  part  of  each  individual.  I 
tdo  not  think  any  of  our  colleagues  will 
rote  on  the  basis  of  the  nominee  being 
ol  the  Jewish  faith,  and  I  hope  that  no 
Senator  will  allow  that  thought  to  in¬ 
trude  in  any  way  into  his  consciousness. 

I  halve  received  letters  from  many  per¬ 
sons  wmr  from  their  names,  I  would  take 
to  be  Jewish,  who  are  either  for  or 
against  AcSpiral  Strauss.  That  is  emi¬ 
nently  propew  that  is  the  American  way. 

I  appreciatevthe  views  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  arid  his  bringing  this  mat¬ 
ter  to  our  attentam  in  an  endeavor  to 
put  it  in  focus  in  nis  way.  I  hope,  per¬ 
haps,  that  I  may  hN?  to  put  it  in  focus 
in  my  way.  I  hope  and  trust  the  fact 
that  Mr.  Strauss  is  Jewish  will  not  in¬ 
trude  in  any  way  into  our  discussions, 
I  emphasize,  either  in  an ^affirmative  or 
a  negative  way,  either  by  rebutting  it  or 
confirming  it,  for  it  does  noNbelong  to 
the  considerations  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States. 

It  is  my  deep  conviction  that  iK  does 
not  intrude  in  the  consciousness  or\the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  citizenNrf 
the  United  States  who  are  of  my  faitl 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr,  President,  I  wish  to1 
comment,  first,  on  the  latter  part  of  the 
statement  made  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  namely,  his  comment  with 
regard  to  the  alleged  anti-Semitic 
charge.  I  completely  agree  with  his  ob¬ 
servations.  I  only  emphasize  that  when 
the  charge  is  raised,  this  is  the  place  to 
answer  it.  That  I  sought  to  do.  I 
thought  I  was  in  a  particularly  good  po¬ 
sition  to  do  it.  I  am  glad  I  have  done 
it,  because  I  think  it  would  be  a  dis¬ 
service  to  the  nominee,  a  disservice  to 
American  Jewry,  and  a  disservice  to  the 
American  people  generally,  if  that 
charge  were  not  once  and  for  all  an¬ 
swered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
When  Associated  Press  dispatches  be¬ 
gan  to  appear  on  the  ticker  concerning 
the  subject,  i  felt  something  should  be 
said  here. 

As  to  the  first  part  of  the  Senator’s 
comments,  I  know  his  high  regard  for 
Admiral  Strauss.  I  simply  do  not  share 
it. 

I  rest  my  characterization  in  the  tra: 
dition  of  open,  forthright  debate  in  tl 
Senate  of  the  United  States.  The  pages 
of  the  Congressional  Record  are  rejflete, 
over  the  decades,  with  opposition  to 
nominees.  The  comments  havof  in  my 
judgment,  been  characterized^  by  the 
same  vein  of  opinion  as  that  luiave  used 
in  characterizing  Mr.  Strauss.  Then 
the  proof  in  support  of  yQiose  charges 
has  been  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
Senate,  and  the  character  of  the  nomi¬ 
nee  has  been  adjudged.  I  am  always 
glad  to  submit  my/case  on  that  basis, 
and  I  always  shad 

I  do  not  believe  Mr.  Strauss  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  thaiyne  has  either  the  under¬ 
standing  or  tiie  faith  in  the  democratic 
legislative  procedure  which  I  think'  are 
essential  bfi  a  democracy.  That  will  be 
one  of  ine  reasons  why  I  shall  dis¬ 
approve  his  nomination,  so  far  as  my 
vote  / concerned. 

JAVITS.  I  hope  very  much  that 
ou/r remarks  will  be  understood  with  re- 
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spect  to  what  I  really  think  is  the 
timely  phase  of  our  discussion,  which 
really  is  not  about  the  Strauss  nomina¬ 
tion.  There  will  be  plenty  of  time  to 
debate  that.  The  Senator  from  Oregon 
will  debate  it,  and  perhaps  I  will,  too. 
But  it  is  the  latter  matter  which  con¬ 
cerns  me.  I  am  of  the  Jewish  faith.  I 
think  it  lies  very  much  in  my  mouth  to 
speak  as  I  have.  Therefore,  I  hope  that 
our  statements  taken  together  will  lay 
that  question  to  rest,  and  that  we  may 
proceed  to  debate  the  nomination  on  its 
merits. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  would  be  less  than 
honest  to  myself  and  the  obligation 
which  I  hold  in  the  depth  of  my  feeling 
in  this  matter  were  I  not  to  say  that  I 
share  emphatically  the  views  expressed 
by  my  colleague,  the  distinguished  Senior 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  JavitsI, 
with  the  possible  exception  of  his  state¬ 
ment  that  he  agreed  with  the  Senator, 
from  Oregon  more  times  than  he  migl 
have  agreed  with  Lewis  Strauss.  I 
prepared  to  meet  that  as  each  >5sue 
ipmes  up  by  itself. 

!ut  I  know  Lewis  Strauss.  I/believe 
hiiiVto  be  a  man  of  character,  integrity, 
and  Vccomplishment.  In  th*ft  respect, 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  disagrees  with 
my  viei 

I  simpl^iope  that  the/issue  which  has 
been  raisecPhere  today /[’ill  be  set  at  rest 
in  this  debateronce  aim  for  all,  and  that 
we  will  not  W^ar  it  again  during  the 
debate,  becauseNrfo  not  believe  it  to  be 
in  the  finest  tra<J*xons  of  the  Senate. 


MESSAGE  FROM 


fHE  HOUSE 
ause  of  Repre- 


A  message  from  the 
sentativas,  by  ’Mr.  MaurSr,  one  of  its 
readinsr  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Houser  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
theyfollowing  bills  of  the  Senat 

758.  An  act  for  the  relief  of\Viktors 
im^tnis; 

S.  1197.  An  act  to  amend  the  Aflfcmic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended;  and 

S.  1228.  An  act  to  amend  Public  La> 
85-590  to  increase  the  authorization  for 
appropriations  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  in  accordance  with  section  261  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amende^ 
and  for  other  purposes.  ‘  . 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.R.  5140)  to 
further  amend  the  Reorganization  Act. 
of  1949,  as  amended,  so  that  such  act 
will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  at  any  time  be¬ 
fore  June  1,  1961,  in  which  it  requested 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 


HOUSE  BILL  PLACED  ON  CALENDAR 

The  bill  (H.R.  5140)  to  further  amend 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  so  that  such  act  will  apply,  to 
reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  at  any  time  before  June  1, 
1961,  was  read  twice  by  its  title  and 
placed  on  the  calendar. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  /Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  rerruhd  Senators  that  the 
measure  now  before  the  Senate  is  House 
bill  7175,  making  appropriations  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 

In  the  hope  that  we  may  now  proceed 
to  consider  further  amendments  ’to  the 
bill,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
*  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hart 
in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  which  has  been  submitted 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  First, 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  yeas  and 
nays  be  ordered  on  the  question  of  agree¬ 
ing  to  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  finished  his  pre¬ 
sentation  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No,  I 
have  not. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  to  strike  out,  on  page  12, 
line  15,  the  figure  “$250,000,000”,  and 
to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,000,000.” 
The  amendment  represents  a  cut  of  $150 
million. 

This  amendment  is  in  line  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

In  the  report  of  the  committee  which 
is  before  us  I  notice — and  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  agree  with 
me  as  to  this — the  statement  that  the  bill 
as  reported  to  the  Senate  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations  calls  for 
appropriations  totaling  $3,975,505,148; 
and  the  report  indicates  that  the  bill  as 
reported  to  the  Senate  by  that  committee 
is  $105,859,715  under  the  budgetary  esti¬ 
mates  for  1960. 

The  report  may  be  accurate  so  far 
as  it  goes;  but  it  does  not  go  far  enough 
to  tell  the  true  story.  From  an  exami¬ 
nation  of  the  bill'  as  it  is  now  before  us 
I  find  that  it  does  not  represent  a  re¬ 
duction-  of  $105  million  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget  but,  instead,  an  increase 
of  $250  million. 

I  call  this  point  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Georgia,  and  to  the  at- 
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tention  of  the  Senate.  This  particular 
provision  which  calls  for  $150  million 
more  than  the  budget  estimates  repre¬ 
sents  one  item  that  was  not  taken  into 
consideration  in  connection  with  the 
tabulation  which  appears  on  the  first 
page  of  the  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  corerct,  be¬ 
cause  it  relates  to  the  authorization  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  year  1960.  Then  the  esti¬ 
mate  for  1961  will  contain  the  request 
for  the  amount  of  funds  needed  to  carry 
out  the  authorization  in  this  bill. 

In  the  same  section  of  the  bill  we  have 
an  appropriation  item  of  $241.5  million, 
which  is  sufficient  to  meet  the  expenses 
of  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  this  year.  The  bill  also  author¬ 
izes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  develop  and  plan  a  program  for 
1960  which  shall  not  exceed  $250  million. 
The  necessary  appropriation  for  that 
item  will  be  carried  in  the  appropriation 
bill  of  next  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  recog¬ 
nize  that  point;  however,  I  raise  this 
question:  If  an  amendment  were  offered 
to  the  bill,  on  page  11,  in  line  16,  to  make 
a  change  in  the  figure  “$241,500,000”, 
in  such  case  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
would  argue,  would  he  not,  that  that 
amount  was  required  in  order  to  cover 
a  commitment  and  could  not  be 
changed? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  would.  I 
would  say  that  the  Senator  would  be  ad¬ 
vocating  the  violation  of  contracts  which 
have  been  entered  into  with  more  than 
1  million  farm  families  throughout  the 
country  for  compliance  with  the  soil¬ 
building,  soil-conserving,  and  water-con¬ 
serving  practices  authorized  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act 
of  1959. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  con¬ 
cur  in  what  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
has  said;  namely,  that  the  figure  “$241,- 
500,000,”  on  page  11,  in  line  16,  cannot 
be  changed  because  it  is  required  by  con- 
tractural  arrangements  which  have  been 
made  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  farmers. 

I  point  out,  however,  that  a  year  ago, 
when  the  last  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  was  before 
the  Senate,  the  administration  recom¬ 
mended  a  $100  million  ceiling  on  such 
expenditures  for  this  year,  and  at  that 
time  also  the  authorization  was  in¬ 
creased  $150  million  in  excess  of  the 
budgetary  estimates.  That  accounts  for 
the  $241,500,000  item  on  this  page  of  the 
bill.  Sure,  the  apporpriation  was  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
because  once  having  entered  into  those 
contracts  there  was  no  alternative  other 
than  for  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to 
request  the  Congress  to  provide  the 
necessary  funds.  The  Congress  now  has 
no  alternative  but  to  appropriate  the 
funds  for  these  contracts. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  that  is  a  fair 
statement.  The  issue  we  are  dealing  with 
today  is  how  many  contracts  will  be 
authorized  for  I960. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  Therefore,  while  it  is  true  that 
the  $241,500,000  was  requested  by  the 
budget,  it  still  represents  $141  million 
which  would  not  have  been  spent  had  the 
budgetary  estimates  been  followed  last 
year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  Ever 
since  Mr.  Benson  has  been  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  he  has  tried  to  destroy  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  He 
has  submitted,  each  year,  budget  esti¬ 
mates  ranging  from  $100  million  to  about 
$175  million.  Of  course,  the  administra¬ 
tive  expense  of  the  program  is  about  $42 
million  including  transfers  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service.  If  we  are  going 
to  trim  the  amounts  down  to  $100  mil¬ 
lion,  we  ought  to  abolish  it  altogether. 

It  would  be  too  extravagant  to  have  a 
$100  million  program  for-  farmers  that 
cost  $42  million  to  administer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
gets  back  to  the  merits  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  now  before  the  Senate.  I 
think  that  this  colloquy  has  clearly  es¬ 
tablished  that  if  we  want  to  cut  these 
expenditures  for  next  year,  the  only  way 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  can  do  it  is 
to  vote  to  reduce'  the  $250  million  to 
$100  million. 

We  must  do  this  today.  It  is  our  last 
chance.  Furthermore,  failure  to  adopt 
my  amendment  will  mean  that  on  this 
one  item  alone  we  will  be  exceeding  the 
President’s  budget  by  $150  million. 

Mr.  President,  I  point  out  again  that 
it  cannot  be  said  we  are  voting  here  only 
on  an  authorization  for  next  year  be¬ 
cause,  as  has  been  established  in  the 
colloquy  regarding  the  item  on  page  11, 
it  is  recognized  by  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  and  by  all  of  us  as  a  direct  com¬ 
mitment.  Therefore,  this  is  the  only 
opportunity  that  we  as  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  have  to  change  the  $250  mil¬ 
lion  item.  Either  we  will  roll  it  back 
today,  or  next  year  we  shall  be  required 
to  carry  out  the  contractual  arrangement 
and  appropriate  the  money.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  it  does  not  represent  a  $150 
million  expenditure  so  far  as  the  next 
fiscal  year  is  concerned.I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  will  also  agree  that 
the  $150  million  item  which  we  would  be 
obligated  to  appropriate  next  year  is  not 
included  in  the  front  page  of  the  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  made  that  clear  yes¬ 
terday.  The  amount  involved  in  this 
item  is  not  an  appropriation;  it  is  an 
authorization.  It  would  be  binding  upon 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  if 
it  is  approved.  Sometimes  the  amount 
is  all  utilized;  sometimes  it  is  not  all 
utilized.  We  authorized  $250  million  a 
year  ago  for  the  1959  program  but  only 
$241  million  was  required  to  finance  it. 
We  are  considering  an  authorization  for 
the  agricultural  program  for  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  1960. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
half  of  the  fiscal  year  will  be  in  calendar 
year  1960,  and  the  commitments  will  all 
be  made  in  the  fiscal  year  1960.  There¬ 
fore,  I  do  not  think  we  can  say  this  is 
not  a  budgetary  item. 

There  is  also  in  the  appropriation  bill, 
on  page  19,  line  6,  another  increase  of  $75 
million  which  was  not  recommended 


by  the  Budget  Bureau.  This  is  for  in¬ 
creased  soil  bank  payments. 

Again,  there  ts  a  claimed  reduction  of 
$100  million  on  page  27,  line  9,  which  is 
in  reality  not  a  reduction.  This  is  in 
the  item  which  provides  for  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  capital  for  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

This  does  not  represent  any  savings  or 
cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

That  money  has  already  been  lost  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  It 
has  been  lost  on  commodities  which 
have  already  been  sold.  Whether  we  re¬ 
store  the  capital  at  this  time  or  a  year 
from  now  is  immaterial  so  far  as  the 
taxpayers  are  concerned.  We  are  still 
obligated  for  the  amount  stated.  That 
is  a  $100  million  item  which  is  incor¬ 
rectly  claimed  as  a  budgetary  cut.  If 
that  is  not  true  then  let  us  eliminate  the 
whole  $1*4  billion  and  save  a  lot  of 
money.  The  Senate  knows  that  cannot 
be  done.  It  is  merely  a  tricky  book¬ 
keeping  procedure.  We  are  not  “kid¬ 
ding”  anybody  or  saving  a  dollar  when 
we  cut  out  that  $100  million. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Georgia  will 
agree  that  the  budgetary  request  in  this 
respect  represents  a  bona  fide  loss  al¬ 
ready  taken  on  products  which  have 
been  sold — not  estimated,  but  sold. 
Certainly  there  cannot  possibly  be  any 
recovery. 

This  is  just  a  false  claim  of  cutting 
the  budget. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  right.  I  regard  the 
restoration  of  the  $100  million  as  a  man¬ 
datory  matter  under  existing  law.  I 
propose,  at  the  appropriate  time,  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  restore  the  $100 
million.  That  loss  was  ascertained  by  a 
Treasury  survey,  and  was  effective  as  of 
June  30,  1958.  That  is  nearly  a  year 
ago. 

Obviously,  since  the  loss  is  an  actual 
loss  which  has  already  been  realized, 
there  is  no  way  of  avoiding  it.  I  believe 
in  exercising  some  responsibility  in  that 
field  and  in  doing  what  the  Congress  is 
called  upon  to  do,  on  the  basis  of  a  man¬ 
date  in  the  law  which  has  been  on  the 
books  I  do  not  know  how  long.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  was  organized  in  1933.  That 
was  nearly  26  years  ago.  At  one  time  it 
was  an  adjunct  of  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation,  before  it  was  turned 
over  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

In  denying  the  Department  the  $100 
million,  we  would  circumscribe  its  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  field  of  price  support,  which 
is  mandatory,  and  also  in  the  field  of  dis¬ 
posal  of  surplus  commodities,  both  at 
home  and  abroad. 

The  program  is  in  existence.  It  is  the 
contriving  of  Congress.  I  think,  in  all 
earnestness  and  sincerity,  that  we  ought 
to  exemplify  some  good  faith,  act  in  a 
responsible  way,  and  restore  the  amount. 
In  due  course,  I  shall  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  accomplish  that  purpose. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct,  and  if  anyone  dis¬ 
agrees,  I  repeat  my  question;  Why  not 
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eliminate  the  whole  $l1/2  billion,  which 
likewise  is  all  lost?  That  is  not  the  way 
to  save  money.  It  is  too  late  once  the 
loss  has  been  established.  The  way  to 
save  money  is  to  stop  future  losses.  Once 
the  losses  have  been  incurred,  we  have  no 
alternative  but  to  pay  for  them.  Whether 
they  are  paid  for  by  this  appropriation 
bill  or  by  another  one  or  by  a  supple¬ 
mental  bill  makes  no  difference. 

Altogether  there  is  a  total  of  $220  mil¬ 
lion  spending  authority  in  the  bill  which 
is  not  set  forth  in  the  table. 

In  addition,  on  page  23  of  the  bill  we 
find  increased  loan  authorizations  for  the  _ 
Farm  Home  Administration  amounting 
to  $12  million,  one  for  farm  operation 
amounting  to  $20  million,  and  one  for 
soil  and  water  conservation  amounting 
to  $1  million — or  a  total  increase  loan 
authorization  of  $33  million  above  budget 
recommendations. 

Altogether  we  find  that  there  is  in  the 
bill  under  consideration  a  total  of  $253 
million  over  and  above  the  budget- 
recommended  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

This  information  should  be  put  in  the 
Record  and  should  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood  when  we  vote  on  the  bill.  Let  us 
not  boast  about  cutting  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  under  this  bill  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  rather  than  a  cut.  If  the  bill  is 
passed  without  any  amendments,  we 
shall  be  increasing  the  budget  a  total  of 
$253  million  rather  than  cutting  it  $106 
million. 

If  there  is  any.  objection  to  that  tabu¬ 
lation,  I  would  be  glad  to  yield  to  any 
member  of  the  committee  who  wishes 
to  take  exception  to  it  at  this  time. 

-  Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  take  the 
position  that  a  loan  to  an  FHA  borrower, 
a  farmer,  is  a  total  loss? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Cer¬ 
tainly  not.  The  last  three  items  in¬ 
volving  $33  million  are  definitely  in  a 
different  category,  and  I  so  stated. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  these 
items  are  in  excess  of  the  budgetary 
estimates.  On  the  front  page  of  the  re¬ 
port  submitted  by  the  committee  we 
find  a  list  of  the  budgetary  estimates 
for  comparison  purposes,  but  the  report 
does  not  give  the  accurate  picture.  Let 
us  not  try  to  kid  ourselves  or  to  mislead 
anybody. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  will  admit  that  in  the  loan  authori¬ 
zation  item  there  is  a  $33  million  excess 
over  the  budgetary  estimates.  There 
also  are  $220  million  of  direct  expendi¬ 
tures  over  budget  request. 

The  other  item  above  budget  request 
Is  the  $150  million  for  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  payments,  which 
the  pending  amendment  proposes  to  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I 
agree  that  the  increased  authorization 
for  the  soil  bank  program  will  represent 
a  loss  and  an  obligation  we  will  have  to 
pay.  I  disagree  with  regard  to  the  loans 
under  the  FHA  program.  The  farmers 


have  a  good  repayment  record.  I  think 
repayments  are  approximately  90  per¬ 
cent,  which  is  very  unusual  because 
these  loans  are  made  to  farmers  who  are 
not  eligible  for  loans  from  any  other 
banking  source.  I  would  not  list  those 
loans  as  an  expenditure. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  had  been 
present  and  had  followed  this  presenta¬ 
tion  from  the  beginning,  he  would  have 
seen  that  the  tabulation  divides  the 
amounts  between  expenditures  and 
other  items.  I  did  make  a  comment 
with  regard  to  the  loan  authorization  in¬ 
crease,  but  these  are  separate  items.  I 
made  that  clear  in  the  beginning. 

I  am  not  for  a  moment  indicating  that 
those  loans  represent  lo'sses.  They  may 
represent  losses  or  they  may- not.  They 
do,  however,  represent  money  going  out 
of  the  Treasury. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that,  alto¬ 
gether,  the  bill  proposes  to  appropriate 
and  authorize  a  total  of  $253  million 
more  than  was  recommended  in  the 
President’s  budget.  Of  that  amount 
$220  million  represents  expenditures, 
and  $33  million  represents  increased 
loan  authority. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  now  like  to 
return  to  consideration  of  the  pending 
amendment,  which  proposes  to  reduce 
the  item  for  next  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  payments  from  $250  mil¬ 
lion  to  $100  million.  This  is  the  item 
which  includes  the  free  lime,  the  free 
fertilizer,  and  various  other  types  of  aid 
for  increasing  the  productive  capacity  of 
the  farms. 

There  may  have  been  a  time  when 
there  was  a  need  for  this  enlarged  pro¬ 
gram.  Certainly,  many  parts  of  the  ag¬ 
ricultural  program  have  much  merit. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  does  not 
mean  to  refer  to  free  lime  or  free  ferti¬ 
lizer  or  free  anything,  does  he?  In 
every  case  the  farmer  pays,  let  us  say, 
50  percent  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
what  is  the  difference? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  should  say 
“furnish  these  materials  at  a  reduced 
rate,”  because  they  are  not  free  by  any 
means. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  When  a 
farmer  buys  5  tons  of  lime  and  pays  for 
21/2  tons  and  the  taxpayers  pay  for  2  y2 
tons  it  is  exactly  the  same  answer  as 
though  the  Government  sells  him  5  tons 
at  half  price.  It  still  represents  a  con¬ 
tribution  by  the  taxpayers  for  the  buying 
of  lime,  fertilizers,  and  phosphates,  and 
for  the  supplying  of  wells  for  livestock, 
farm  ponds,  drainage,  and  various  other 
types  of  operation;  all  of  which  has  one 
purpose,  to  increase  the  productive  ca¬ 
pacity  of  the  soil  in  order  that  there  may 
be  produced  more  of  the  commodities 
which  we  already  have  in  oversupply. 

I  recognize  that  there  is  merit  to  many 
of  these  agricultural  programs.  If  we 
considered  them  individually  perhaps 
they  could  all  be  justified.  We  are, 
however,  confronted  with  a  situation 
wherein  we  are  operating  with  a  deficit 
of  $12  billipn  per  annum  and  the  only 


manner  in  which  we  ever  stand  a  chance 
of  cutting  back  and  balancing  the  bud¬ 
get  is  by  stopping  the  authorizing  of 
some  of  the  spending.  The  only  way  we 
can  stop  authorizing  some  of  the  spend¬ 
ing  is  to  cut  down  on  some  of  the  pro¬ 
grams,  even  those  which  many  of  us 
consider  meritorious. 

We  are  all  going  to  have  to  sacrifice 
some  if  we  ever  expect  to  balance  this 
budget. 

Besides,  this  particular  policy  of 
spending  millions  to  increase  the  pro¬ 
ductive  capacity  of  our  farms  in  the  face 
of  such  huge  surpluses  is  wrong. 

It  hurts  not  only  the  taxpayers  but 
also  our  farmers. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  a  single  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  ever  been  advocated 
by  any  Member  of  the  Senate  about 
which  the  sponsor  was  not  enthusiastic 
as  to  its  merit.  Certainly  all  these  pro¬ 
grams  have  some  value. 

There  is  also  merit  to  balancing  the 
budget.  And  we  cannot  balance  this 
budget  by  continuously  operating  on  the 
basis  of  spending  more  and  more  money 
merely  because  some  of  us  happen  to  like 
a  program. 

In  support  of  this  amendment  I  have 
a  letter  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  signed  by  True  D.  Morse,  the 
Acting  Secretary,  dated  June  1,  1959, 
which  I  shall  later  ask  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record.  In  it  the  Department 
recommends  that  the  item  be  cut  back 
to  $100  million.  ✓ 

I  shall  not  read  the  entire  letter,  Mr. 
President,  for  I  am  sure  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  are  familiar  with  it.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  points  out 
that  the  bulk  of  the  money  will  be  used 
to  increase  the  productive  capacity  of 
the  farms,  yet,  we  already  are  producing 
more  commodities  than  we  need.  I 
shall  quote  one  sentence  from  the 
letter : 

Much  of  the  present  expenditures  for 
agricultural  conservation  program  have  the 
effect  of  increasing  production. 

I  think  it  is  time  we  recognize  this 
point.  If  we  are  sincere  bnd  are  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  surpluses  let  us  ap¬ 
proach  the  issue  squarely  and  really 
take  corrective  action.  Let  us  not  ap¬ 
propriate  $150  million  to  increase  the 
fertility  of  the  soil  in  an  effort  to  in¬ 
crease  the  production  of  those  farm 
commodities  of  which  there  is  an  over¬ 
abundance.  We  are  never  going  to  get 
rid  of  the  surpluses  if  we  continue  this 
type  of  program.  I  think  it  is  long  past 
the  time  when  Congress  should  recog¬ 
nize  the  problem  and  meet  it  head  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  letter  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  support  of  the 
amendment  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  1, 1959. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  You  have  dis¬ 
cussed  with  us  H.R.  7175,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960  as 
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passed  by  the  House  and  reported  by  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee,  which 
provides  for  a  1960  agricultural  conservation 
program  of  $250  million.  As  you  know,  the 
budget  proposes  an  advance  authorization  of 
$100  million  for  the  1960  program.  The  pro¬ 
posed  reduction  in  the  program  is  sound 
and  results  from  the  continuing  need  to  con¬ 
tain  total  Federal  expenditures  within  total 
Federal  revenue  and  for  other  sound  reasons. 
We  believe,  under  present  circumstances,  this 
program  can  be  reduced  without  material 
damage  to  conservation  accomplishment. 
This  is  particularly  true  because  of  increases 
in  other  conservation  activities  and  pro¬ 
grams. 

The  following  illustrates  funds  used  for 
agricultural  conservation  program  practices 
which  may  be  reduced  without  material  ef¬ 
fect  upon  total  conservation  accomplish¬ 
ment: 

Cost 

Practice:  (in  millions) 


1.  To  lime  farmers’  lands _  $29.  8 

2.  To  supply  phosphates  to  farm¬ 

lands _  4. 5 

3.  To  establish  rotation  cover 

crops _ , -  12.  0 

(These  cover  crops  are  later 
plowed  under  to  contribute 
more  surpluses  in  corn,  other 
grains,  and  soybeans.) 

4.  To  establish  wells  for  livestock _  4.  0 

5.  For  farm  ponds _  13.  0 

6.  For  open  ditches  (drainage) _  3.8 

7.  For  closed  drainage  ditches _  8.  0 

8.  Expenditures  for  cover  crops  of 

a  seasonal  nature — largely  to 
supply  winter  grazing  in  the 
South  and  Southwest _  25.  7 


Total  expenditures _ _  100.  8 


These  are  steps  farmers  would  largely  per¬ 
form  without  any  assistance  from  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  and  would  do  in 
order  to  manage  their  farm  effectively.  .There 
is  little  reason  for  the  public  to  thus  defray 
a  part  of  farmers’  recurring  costs. 

The  proposed  reduction  in  agricultural 
conservation  program  can  be  made  without 
real  damage  to  conservation  and  thus  release 
funds  for  more  compelling  needs.  Much  of 
the  present  expenditures  for  agricultural 
conservation  program  have  the  effect  of  in¬ 
creasing  production. 

Sincerely  yours. 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

/ 

Mr.  MORSE  and  Mr.  AIKEN  addressed 
the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  brief  in  speaking  against  the  Williams 
amendment.  I  am  always  much  happier 
when  I  find  myself  standing  shoulder  to 
shoulder  with  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  as  we  do  on  some  occasions.  I  can¬ 
not  on  this  occasion,  because  I  think  this 
is  a  program  which  is  pretty  vital  to  the 
future  of  our  country. 

We  would  make  a  mistake,  it  seems  to 
me,  if  we  assumed  this  is  a  program  ben¬ 
eficial  only  to  the  farmers  of  our  day. 
This  is  a  program  which  in  my  opinion 
will  give  great  support  to  the  natural 
resources  on  which  we  will  be  dependent 
in  the  years  not  far  ahead,  when  we  will 
need  every  bit  of  productivity  we  can 
achieve  on  American  soil  in  order  to  feed 
our  people. 

I  am  sure  this  body  of  Congress  will 
not  accept  the  amendment  of  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Delaware.  The 
amendment  is  based  on  administration 
recommendations  that  the  agricultural 


conservation  program  be  reduced  to  $100 
million.  This  would  certainly  be  false 
economy.  It  seems  to  me  that  through 
the  years  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  has  proven  itself.- .  We  have 
known  for  several  years — for  many 
years — that  more  farmers  would  partici¬ 
pate  in  it  than  in  any  other  program 
geared  to  conserve  our  soil  and  water 
resources. 

If  the  Nation  cannot  afford  $250  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  we  certainly  should  not  have 
$100  million  appropriated,  which  would 
merely  maintain  a  shell  of  the  existing 
organization  and  have  pennies  available 
for  expenditures  where  dollars  are 
needed. 

Mr.  President,  the  soil  is  the  most  basic 
source  of  our  wealth.  From  it  we  obtain 
the  food  and  fiber,  the  metals  and  the 
minerals  with  which  we  build  our  com¬ 
plex  economy.  Unfortunately,  over  a 
period  the  natural  resources  derived 
from  the  soil  are  expended  and  therefore 
must  be  replaced.  The  American  Re¬ 
public  has  long  recognized  this  fact  and 
has  through  its  representatives  here  in 
Congress  developed  a  national  policy  of 
conservation.  The  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program  is  a  vital  part  of  this 
overall  national  policy.  Through  this 
program  over  a  million  and  a  quarter 
farm  people  yearly  cooperate  with  other 
millions  of  Americans  in  conserving  the 
agricultural  soil  and  water  resources  of 
our  Nation.  If  this  amendment  is 
adopted  here  today  the  soil  and  water 
conservation  work  which  we  have  striven 
for  many  years  to  maintain  at  an  ade¬ 
quate  level  will  be  sharply  reduced.  ' 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  ask  to  be  ex¬ 
cused  from  voting  on  this  amendment 
when  the  roll  is, called.  I  digress  from 
my  brief  manuscript  long  enough  to  say 
that  I  believe  I  have  probably  received 
$200  or  $300  over  the  years,  by  way  of 
a  Government  contribution  to  the  lim¬ 
ing  of  some  soil  which  I  owned,  as  a 
good  conservation  practice. 

The  farmer  pays  a  substantial  part  of 
the  cost  of  liming.  This  experience  at 
least  has  made  me  a  pretty  good  witness, 
even  though  I  may  be  a  special 
pleader — and  I  would  be  if  I  were  to  vote 
on  the  amendment  this  afternoon — to 
observe  the  effectiveness  of  the  program. 
I  will  participate  in  a  program  which 
seeks  to  strengthen  the  soil,  because  ir¬ 
respective  of  who  the  owner  of  the  land 
may  be,  I  believe  such  a  program  was 
enacted  in  order  to  conserve  the  soil  for 
future  generations. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
in  a  moment. 

I  have  never  participated  in  a  so- 
called  soil  bank  program,  because  I  have 
never  owned  land  which,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  would  justify  putting  it  in  a  soil 
bank.  I  happen  to  believe  that  the  soil 
bank  program  should  be  reserved  for 
land  so  marginal,  and  so  unproductive, 
that  it  should  be  treated  for  many  years 
by  being  taken  out  of  production,  in 
order  to  prepare  the  way  for  its  use 
some  decades  hence,  when  we  shall  need 
every  pound  of  food  we  can  produce  in 
America  in  order  to  feed  our  people. 


The  population  experts  and  the  food 
experts  who  testify  from  time  to  time 
are  warning  us  that  perhaps  as  soon  as 
the  year  2000  we  shall  not  be  able-  to 
raise  enough  food  in  this  country  to 
feed  our  then  increased  population. 

It  is  because  I  am  satisfied,  based  upon 
my  knowledge  as  a  fanner,  that  this 
program  is  so  sound  that  I  make  these 
comments  in  support  of  the  program 
this  afternoon.  Then  I  shall  ask  to  be 
excused  from  voting  when  the  roll  is 
called. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  realize  that  the  law  specif¬ 
ically  authorizes  him  to  vote  on  this 
question?  He  was  patriotic  enough  to 
undertake  to  do  his  part  in  conserving 
soil  and  water  resources;  and  that  was 
taken  into  consideration  at  the  time  the 
program  was  first  inaugurated,  in  the 
1930’s.  In  order  to  induce  everyone  to 
participate  in  the  program  and  conserve 
the  resources  of  the  United  States,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  other  Sena¬ 
tors  were  specifically  authorized  to  vote 
on  the  question. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  know  that.  However, 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  knows  my 
political  problems  very  well.  I  think  I 
can  always  afford  to  lean  over  backward. 
Under  those  circumstances,  it  would  be 
better  if  I  did  not  vote,  but  contented 
myself  with  making  this  frank  record 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  will  permit  me  to  say  so,  for  many 
years  the  Senator  from  Vermont  delib¬ 
erately  participated  in  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  as  an  example  to 
induce  others  to  do  the  same.  I  hope  he 
was  helpful.  I  do  not  believe  that  any 
payment  amounted  to  more  than  $50  a 
year.  A  number  of  years  ago  I  discon¬ 
tinued  my  participation  in  the  program 
because  it  was  well  underway,  and  people 
in  my  State  and  community  were  gener¬ 
ally  participating.  However,  even  if  I 
were  participating,  I  would  not  wish  to 
surrender  my  right  to  vote  on  important 
matters  which  vitally  affect  generations 
coming  after  us. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  merit  in  what  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  said. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  will  vote  on  this  question. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  arguments  which 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  makes,  and 
the  arguments  which  I  make,  indicate 
that  what  we  are  both  advocating  is  not 
for  the  benefit  of  anyone  now  living,  but 
to  induce  tho^e  who  now  own  the  land  to 
participate  in  a  program  which  will 
strengthen  the  land  for  use  by  future 
generations. 

As  the  Senator  from  Vermont  says,  a 
Senator  is  specifically  authorized  to  vote 
on  such  an  issue  as  this.  I  only  said  I 
thought  I  would  have  to  be  excused  be¬ 
cause  so  many  people  do  not  draw  the 
distinctions  which  the  Senator  and  I  have 
drawn  on  this  question.  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant,  in  fairness  to  my  friends  who 
gave  me  such  great  support  in  running 
for  office,  that  I  be  very  careful  not  to 
cast  a  vote  this  afternoon  which  might 
be  distorted  and  misrepresented,  and 
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which  might  do  injury  to  my  friends  who 
desire  to  support  the  things  for  which  I 
stand. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  knows  that  if  he  participated  in  the 
program  and  reforested  wasteland  or 
slashland,  he  would  pay  at  least  half  the 
cost.  He  would  not  get  a  nickel  out  of 
the  program  during  his  lifetime;  yet  the 
trees  he  planted  would  be  harvested  prob¬ 
ably  three  generations  hence.  I  cannot 
see  why  anyone  who  enters  into  a  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  conserve  the  soil,  water, 
and  forest  resources  of  the  country  for 
coming  generations  should  be  considered 
to  be  guilty  of  some  crime,  when,  for  the 
most  part,  all  he  gets  out  of  it  is  expense. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  agree  that  there  is  cer¬ 
tainly  nothing  unethical  or  improper 
about  casting  such  a  vote. 

I  do  not  have  the  exact  figures  in  mind, 
but  I  believe  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  contributed  between  $200  and 
$300,  over  the  years,  to  the  cost  of  liming 
my  property.  I  have  contributed  much 
more,  of  course.  For  that  reason  I  felt 
somewhat  hesitant  to  vote  this  after¬ 
noon. 

I  am  almost  persuaded  by  what  I  con¬ 
sider  to  be  the  almost  unanswerable  logic 
of  the  Senator -of  Vermont.  I  do  not 
wish,  by  my  failure  to  yote,  to  be  placed 
in  the  position  of  seeming  to  fail  to  en¬ 
courage  the  program  for  which  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  vote.  So  the  Senator  leaves 
me  between  two  straw  stacks.  Many 
people  will  like  that  figure. 

In  a  few  moments,  perhaps  after  con¬ 
versation  with  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  I  shall  reach  a  final  conclusion. 
I  merely  wished  the  Record  to  show  that 
I  have  participated  in  the  program  to 
the  extent  I  have  indicated. 

Returning  to  my  statement,  through 
the  agricultural  conservation  program 
we'  have  been  working  at  the  task  of  re¬ 
building  our  lands  The  present  land- 
owner  pays  approximately  one-half  the 
cost  to  perform  a  recommended  and  ap¬ 
proved  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  These  practices  are  determined 
locally  for  what  is  best  needed  for  the 
particular  locale.  The  farmer  cannot 
afford  to  pay  the  entire  bill.  Should  he 
be  required  to  pay  the  total  cost?  A 
farmer’s  first  consideration  must  be  the 
economic  well  being  and  security  of  his 
family.  This  does  not  always  permit 
him  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  the 
most  desirable  longtime  use  and  conser¬ 
vation  of  soil  and  water  resources. 

If  a  farmer  wished  to  make  the  most 
money  out  of  his  farm  he  would  not  be 
thinking  about  a  conservation  program 
for  it  looking  ahead  35  years  from  now. 
He  would  proceed  to  exhaust  the  fertil¬ 
ity  of  the  farm  during  his  lifetime,  and 
let  future  generations  take  care  of  them¬ 
selves  That  is  a  pretty  asocial  attitude. 

This  program  was  developed  to  make 
a  public  contribution  to  a  public  inter¬ 
est  which  will  exist  long  after  the  present 
owners  of  the  titles  to  fanns  will  have 
passed  from  the  scene. 

In  the  day  of  decreasing  profits  and 
increased  cost  to  the  farmer  he  is  not 
sure  from  year  to  year — and  in  some 
cases  from  day  to  day — that  he  will  re¬ 
main  on  the  farm.  For  this  main  rea¬ 
son  if  acceptable  long-range  conserva¬ 


tion  practices  are  to  be  secured,  the  Na¬ 
tion  must  bear  a  part  of  this  financial 
burden.  It  is  therefore  very  much  in 
the  public  interest  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  share  in  the  cost  of  conserva¬ 
tion  measures.  Farmers  who  have  had 
the  experience  of  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  participation  and  have 
seen  the  results  of  sound  conservation 
practices  on  their  farms  would  gladly  pay 
the  total  cost  if  they  were  able  to  do  so. 
To  me  it  seems  apparent  that  if  sound 
conservation  practices  are  to  be  carried 
out  the  American  farmer  must  not  be 
obligated  to  bear  the  entire  cost. 

The  last  report  I  have  had  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  concerning 
the  1957  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  is  for  the  year  1957.  In  my  State, 
nearly  a  third  of  the  funds  allocated  un¬ 
der  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  were  used  in  connection  with  the 
establishment  of  permanent  cover.  A 
total  of  45,849  acres  of  permanent  or 
perennial  cover  were  established.  Some 
of  this  acreage  was  treated  with  lime¬ 
stone.  A  little  less  than  13  percent  of 
the  total  State  allocation  went  into  agri¬ 
cultural  limestone.  However,  I  want  the 
record  to  show  that  limestone  and  fer¬ 
tilizer  have  not  received  assistance  under 
this  program  except  in  connection  with 
seeding  or  improvement  of  permanent 
or  perennial  cover.  Nearly  60  percent 
of  the*  State  funds  were  used  for  prac¬ 
tices  primarily  for  the  conservation  or 
disposal  of  water.  For  example,  13,154 
acres  were  drained  of  excess  water 
through  the  use  of  enclosed  drains,  over 
12,500  acres  were  leveled  to  permit  the 
efficient  use  of  irrigation  water  and  to 
prevent  erosion.  The  irrigation  sys¬ 
tems  on  65,405  acres  were  reorganized  to 
prevent  erosion  and  conserve  water. 

These  practices  are  important  not 
only  to  the  farmer  concerned,  as  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  has 
just  pointed  out,  but  also  to  every  citizen 
of  the  country  many  years  hence,  when 
the  trees  will  be  ready  to  be  cropped,  as 
we  say  in  the  forest  industry.  In  the 
case  of  many  types  of  trees  it  takes  50  to 
100  years  for  them  to  be  ready  for  cut¬ 
ting. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  these  prac¬ 
tices  are  important  not  only  to  the  farm¬ 
er  concerned  but  also  to  the  people  as  a 
whole,  when  we  consider  the  fact  that 
there  may  be  a  water  shortage  in  this 
country  in  the  not  too  distant  future. 
Temporary  cover  was  established  on 
25,935  acres,  contour  farming  was  estab¬ 
lished  on  13,600  acres,  forest  trees  were 
improved  on  2,101  acres,  and  1,551  acres 
were  planted  to  trees.  It  is  evident  that 
these  practices  concern  not  only  the 
farmer,  but  the  general  public.  In  my 
State,  7,031  farmers  participated  in  the 
program.  This  covered  over  4.8  million 
acres  of  farm  land,  which  includes  about 
1 V3  million  acres  of  cropland  and  3  V3 
acres  of  open  pasture  and  range  land. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  the  need  for  main¬ 
taining  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  at  $250  million.  Actually  the 
program  throughout  our  country  could 
be  expanded  as  various  estimates  reveal 
many  farmers  apply  for  agricultural 
conservation  program  cost-sharing  as¬ 
sistance  but  are  turned  down,  due  solely 


to  lack  of  funds.  If  nothing  else  shows 
that  the  farmers  of  our  country  believe 
in  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  this  certainly  does.  It  is  amazing 
to  me  how  the  administration  proposes 
to  reduce  a  program  in  which  1,159,033 
farms  participated  during  1957  and  1,- 
126,784  participated  in  1958,  while,  at 
the  same  time  asks  for  an  increase  in  the 
soil  bank  which  services  only  79,761  and 
126,515  in  1957  and  1958  respectively. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  in  favor  of  the  soil 
bank  in  regard  to  some  lands.  I  am 
against  the  soil  bank  in  connection  with 
lands  which  are  presently  fertile  and 
presently  productive.  It  would  be  bet¬ 
ter  to  keep  them  in  a  productive  condi¬ 
tion,  rather  than  to  encourage  what  I 
believe  have  been  some  very  bad  prac¬ 
tices  which  have  developed  under  the 
soil  bank  administration.  It  may  be  very 
properly  said,  I  think,  that  many  of  my 
objections  could  be  removed  by  better 
local  administration  of  the  soil  bank 
program.  To  the  extent  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  the  soil  bank  im¬ 
proves  the  land,  I  am  for  it.  But,  as 
a  farmer,  with  eyes  which  can  see  and 
with  some  background  knowledge  of 
what  is  involved  in  farming,  I  am  not 
in  favor  of  putting  in  the  soil  bank  acres 
of  land  which  never  should  be  in  the 
soil  bank  at  all,  because  those  acres  are 
going  to  deteriorate,  not  appreciate,  and 
the  farms  on  which  they  are  found  are 
quite  a  menace  in  many  localities  to  sur¬ 
rounding  farms,  because  the  adminis¬ 
trative  practices  which  ought  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed  are  not  being  followed,  feuch  as 
keeping  the  weeds  down.  Some  of  the 
farms  should  also  have  attached  to  their 
soil  bank  program  an  erosion  program. 

I  say  that  because  it  is  possible  to  put 
a  farm  in  the  soil  bank — and  I  have  seen 
them  in  the  soil  bank — which  ought  to 
have  also  an  erosion  program  attached 
to  it,  since  erosion  is  proceeding  at  a 
much  more  rapid  rate  than  would  be  the 
case  if  the  farm  had  been  kept  in  pro¬ 
duction.-'  \ 

But  here  again  it  is  not  all  black  and 
white.  There  is  much  good  in  the  soil 
bank  program,  but  I  prefer  to  limit  the 
soil  bank  program  to  the  so-called  clearly 
marginal  lands,  to  the  hillside  farms, 
which  ought  to  be  taken  out  of  cultiva¬ 
tion  and  be  covered  with  a  cover  crop, 
and  on  which,  perhaps,  some  trees  ought 
to  be  planted,  too.  I  think  that  is  sound 
conservation  practice. 

I  have  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  with 
some  of  the  soil  bank  practices,  such  as 
taking  productive  land  out  of  cultiva¬ 
tion  and  then  adopting  some  of  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  which  have  been 
followed  in  regard  to  the  operation  of  the 
program. 

However,  I  wish  the  Record  to  show 
that  I  am  in  favor  of  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram,  and  that  my  criticism  goes  to  its 
administration.  Perhaps  not  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  pending  bill,  but  at  a  later 
time  and  probably  in  separate  legisla¬ 
tion  dealing  with  the  soil  bank  program, 
we  ought  to  provide  some  legislative 
regulations  for  the  improvement  of  its 
administration.  1 

With  respect  to  the  other  phases  of  the 
soil  conservation  program,  to  which  the 
Williams  amendment  goes,  I  wish  to  say 
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I  am  strongly  in  favor  of  the  program  for 
future  Americans.  I  believe  that  is  the 
way  to  protect  a  great  capital  investment 
the  American  people  have.  That  is  what 
our  soil  is.  It  is  one  of  the  great  capital 
investments  of  our  country.  We  ought 
to  protect  it  and  improve  our  lands  on 
which  we  will  raise  in  the  future  the 
food  our  increased  population  will  need. 
For  those  reasons  I  shall  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  25  years 
ago  this  country  was  plagued  by  a  great 
depression.  It  was  plagued  by  surpluses 
of  farm  commodities.  Corn  was  selling 
for  as  low  as  from  10  tol5  cents  a  bushel, 
and  wheat  was  selling  at  from  30  to  40 
cents  a  bushel.  Other  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  were  selling  at  comparable  low 
prices. 

Our  country  was  being  plagued  by  the 
disappearance  of  the  fertility  of  our  soil. 
Dust  storms  were  sweeping  across  the 
Plains  States.  Some  of  those  storms  cov¬ 
ered  thousands  of  square  miles.-  The  dis¬ 
appearance  of  our  soil  fertility  was  not 
confined  to  the  West.  It  was  disappear¬ 
ing,  on  a  smaller  scale,  throughout  the 
Eastern  States. 

Fortunately  at  that  time  there  were 
those  who  realized  that  although  we 
might  have  surpluses  of  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  at  ruinous  prices,  ihe  time  would 
come  when  we  would  require  more  to 
take  care  of  the  next  generation  than  we 
were  producing  during  the  1930’s. 
Therefore,  several  programs  were  start¬ 
ed.  One  was  the  rural  electrification 
program.  One  was  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program,  which  got  underway, 
as  I  recall,  in  1935  or  1936,  or  about  that 
time.  That  is  the  program  which  is  now 
under  discussion.  It  is  the  ACP  program, 
as  it  is  now  called.  We  were  able,  dur¬ 
ing  World  War  II,  to  increase  the  fertil¬ 
ity  of  our  soil,  so  that  we  could  produce 
all  the  food  which  was  needed  to  main¬ 
tain  our  country  and  our  allies.  It  was  a 
remarkable  performance  and  was  prob¬ 
ably  exceeded  only  by  the  American 
fighting  men  themselves. 

American  agriculture  doubled  its  pro¬ 
duction.  It  has  increased  its  production 
since  then,  until  at  present  50  million 
more  people  are  being  fed  than  were 
here  at  the  time  when  the  ACP  program 
was  begun.  I  venture  to  say  that  if  it 
had  not  been  for  this  program,  it  would 
not  be  possible  to  feed  the  present  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  United  States.  This  is  a 
program  which  seeks  to  conserve  the  wa¬ 
ter  resources,  the  soil  resources,  and  the 
forest  resources  of  the  United  States.  It 
has  been  a  very  effective  program.  It 
has  cost  something.  It  has  cost  the 
farmer  who  has  participated  in  it;  it  has 
cost  the  Government — and  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  people — to 
pay  the  price  of  conserving  and  improv¬ 
ing  the  soil,  water,  and  forest  resources 
of  our  country. 

There  has  never  been  the  soil  fertility 
in  this  Nation — at  least  not  during  a 
period  of  100  years — which  exists  today. 
There  has  never  been  the  ability  to  pro¬ 
duce  which  exists  today.  The  United 
States  is  the  greatest  producing  Nation 
on  the  face  of  the  earth.  Yet  people 
complain  because  we  have  plenty.  We 
have  too  much  wheat  today,  temporarily. 


We  have  more  eggs  and  poultry  products 
than  we  need,  and  because  of  that  sit¬ 
uation  many  people  are  getting  hurt. 
Some  of  them  did  not  use  good  judgment 
in  going  into  the  poultry  business  at 
the  Time  they  did.  But  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  ACP,  about  which  we  are 
now  talking,  it  would  not  be  possible  to 
feed  the  present  population  of  the 
United  States. 

I  am  sorry  I  cannot  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  as  I  frequently 
do.  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  I  cannot  do 
so  because  I  firmly  believe  that^if  the 
farm  programs  of  the  United  States  were 
suspended  for  5  years,  we  would  be  ask¬ 
ing  other  countries  to  send  us  food. 
The  United  States  is  expected  to  have 
an  increase  in  population  of  not  less 
than  3  million  a  year.  That  is  about 
the  number  of  people  who  live  in  Nor¬ 
way,  as  I  recall.  Three  million  is  the 
population  of  one  of  our  fair -sized 
States.  We  simply  cannot  let  down  on 
maintaining  our  ability  to  produce 
enough  to  feed  and  clothe  a  constantly 
increasing  population. 

I  am  sorry  the  administration  takes 
the  position  it  does,  and  wants  to  cut  the 
wheat  program.  I  am  sorry  it  has  tried 
to  cut  the  wheat  program  and  several 
other  programs.  Nevertheless,  I  realize 
it  has  the  right  to  take  the  position  it 
has.  But  I  point  out  what  the  same 
people  who  are  asking  us  to  redtfce  the 
appropriation  for  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  from  $200  million  to 
$150  million  a  year  are  asking  us  to  do 
in  other  lines. 

They  are  asking  for  $3,900  million 
for  foreign  aid  programs.  They  are  ask¬ 
ing  us  to  increase  our  contribution  in 
gold  to  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  $1,375  million.  They  have  asked 
us  to  guarantee  an  increase  in  invest¬ 
ments  in  the  World  Bank  totaling  $3,- 
150  million.  I  think  they  have  asked  us 
formally — I  am  pretty  sure  they  have — 
to  prepare  for  a  contribution  of  $400 
million  in  our  cash  and  credit  for  the 
Inter-American  Bank.  They  are  asking 
us  to  guarantee  private  investments  in 
foreign  countries — what  the  amount  is, 

I  am  not  sure.  It  has  been  $500  million, 
and  I  think  they  are  asking  for  another 
$500  million  at  this  time. 

That  makes  a  total  of  $9,325  million  . 
which  the  administration  is  asking  for 
foreign  countries,  at  the  same  time  that 
it  is  trying  to  cut  $150  million  off  the 
future  water  and  soil  resources  of  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  think  that 
makes  sense. 

I  am  willing  to  balance  the  budget.  I 
am  willing  to  take  it  out  of  the  $9,325 
million.  Up  to  now  I  have  supported  the 
administration’s  foreign  aid  programs, 
but,  if  I  now  have  to  choose  between 
doing  those  things  which  should  be  done 
for  the  people  of  the  United  States,  and 
doing  them  for  the  people  of  all  the 
rest  of  the  world,  I  will  vote  for  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  compliment  the 
Senator  from  Vermont.  I  think  he  has 
made  one  of  the  most  eloquent  and  per¬ 
suasive  statements  which  have  been 


made  in  behalf  of  this  program.  The 
Senator  has  given  his  life  to  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

He  has  made  every  argument  which 
could  possibly,  be  made  in  support  of 
the  agricultural  conservation  program. 
I  salute  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  there  is  no  Member  of  the 
Senate  for  whom  I  have  a  higher  regard 
than  the  Senator  from  Vermont,  even 
though  occasionally  I  differ  with  him. 
However,  in  reference  to  the  long  list  of 
projects  which  he  read  as  having  been 
recommended  by  both  the  preceding  ad¬ 
ministration  and  this  administration,  I 
think  he  will  agree  that  I  opposed  many 
of  them  in  the  same  manner  as  I  am 
opposing  the  one  which  is  now  before 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  express  my  regret  at 
having  to  disagree  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  in  this  case,  because  we  do 
agree  on  so  many  things.  I  particularly 
appreciate  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  tried  to  keep  these 
programs  working,  properly,  and  to 
eliminate  certain  practices  which  have 
not  been  admirable,  to  say  the  least. 
However,  I  do  have  to  disagree  with  him 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  re- 
'spect  the  Senator’s  disagreement.  But 
I  point  out  that  we  are  not  destroying 
the  program.  We  are  cutting  it  back; 
yes.  I  think  it  is  a  program  which  had 
merit  at  the  time  it  was  sponsored.  It 
has  much  merit  to  be  considered,  per¬ 
haps,  at  some  future  date  when  we  need 
more  production. 

Even  those  of  us  who  have  spoken 
against  the  pending  amendment  have 
pointed  out  how  the  program  has  in¬ 
creased  the  fertility  of  the  soil.  Sure, 
the  productive  capacity  of  the  American 
farmers  has  been  greatly  increased. 
That  is  true.  But  why  spend  $250  mil¬ 
lion,  which  is  $150  million  over  and 
above  what  is  even  recommended,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  fertility  of  the  soil  at  a  time 
when  there  is  such  an  overabundance? 
If  at  a  later  date  the  additional  pro¬ 
duction  is  needed  we  can  renew  the  pro¬ 
gram.  But  why  enrich  our  soil  now  with 
fertilizers  and  lime  at  the  taxpayers’  ex¬ 
pense  simply  to  increase  the  productivity 
of  farms  at  a  time  when  we  have  more 
than  we  need. 

If  such  a  program  is  needed  at  a  later 
time  I  shall  support  it.  But  it  is  not 
needed  today,  and  we  cannot  justify  it 
now  by  the  argument  that  10,  20,  or  40 
years  from  now  we  will  need  it.  It  will 
not  be  possible  to  keep  all  our  surplus 
commodities  in  storage  for  10,  20,  or  40 
years.  We  do  not  have  sufficient  storage 
capacity,  and  even  if  we  did  the  com¬ 
modities  would  rot.  So  why  produce 
more  now?  Why  not  wait  until  the  pro¬ 
duce  is  needed?  Certainly  today  this 
$150  million  could  be  used  better  to  help 
balance  the  budget.  The  point  is  that 
if  the  budget  is  ever  to  be  balanced  we 
shall  have  to  start  by  voting  against 
some  of  the  programs,  including  some 
which  I  like  as  well  as  some  which  other 
Senators  like. 
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This  is  a  place  to  start. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  emphatic  support  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware.  It  is  true  that  this  is 
an  appropriation  bill,  but  it  is  our  last 
clear  chance  to  do  anything  about  this 
program  for  the  ensuing  year.  Surplus 
crops  of  many  kinds  are  running  out  of 
our  ears.  It  seems  to  me  it  makes  little 
sense  to  provide  a  subsidy  of  $250  mil¬ 
lion  to  add  to  that,  surplus  and  to  in¬ 
crease  the  production  of  various  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities. 

I  commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  also  for  setting  us 
straight  concerning  the  figures  which 
appear  in  the  report  and  for  making  it 
clear  that  the  bill,  at  the  end  of  its  con¬ 
sideration,  if  it  is  enacted  in  its  present 
form,  will  result  not  in  appropriations 
under  the  estimates  for  1960,  of  $105 
million,  but  an  actual  figure  of  some  $253 
million  over  the  budget  estimate.  In 
these  matters,  we  cannot  afford  to  in¬ 
dulge  in  fanciful  figures. 

APPROPRIATIONS  AND  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

Mr.  President,  while  I  am  on  my  feet, 
I  may  say  that  I  note  the  presence  of  the 
distinguished  majority  leader.  I  desire 
to  indulge  in  some  flattery  and  commen¬ 
dation,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned.  I  de¬ 
sire  to  compliment  the  majority  leader 
for  the  truly  nonpartisan  character  of 
the  speech  which  he  made  to  the  Senate 
last  Thursday  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
debate  on  the  previous  appropriation 
bill.  I  assume  that  he  may  make  a  simi¬ 
lar  address  to  us  at  the  conclusion  of  our 
consideration  of  this  appropriation  bill. 
I  refer  to  the  address  he  delivered  in  the 
Senate  on  last  Thursday.  It  was  the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  longstanding  debate  he  has 
been  carrying  on  with  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  over  the  amounts  ap¬ 
propriated  and  the  budget  estimates. 
The  subject  of  that  debate  has  been — 
as  all  of  us  know — whether  the  Congress, 
controlled  by  the  party  of  the  majority 
leader,  or  the  administration,  repre¬ 
sented  by  the  party  of  the  minority 
leader,  is  the  more  economical. 

Mr.  President,  on  that  occasion — last 
Thursday — the  distinguished  majority 
leader  made  a  speech  which  was  so  non¬ 
partisan  or  unpartisan  in  its  nature  that 
he  actually  allowed  Republicans  as  well 
as  Democrats  to  benefit  from  the  fal¬ 
lacies  of  his  reasoning.  Moreover,  he 
included  the  Republicans  in  his  descrip¬ 
tion  of  “the  majority” — a  designation 
which,  alas,  my  party  has  not  enjoyed  in 
the  Senate  for  quite  some  time. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  an  equally  non¬ 
partisan  mood  in  this  respect,  I  wish  to 
x  extend  my  thanks  to  the  majority  leader. 

I  should  like  to  go  into  a  little  detail, 
so  that  my  colleagues  may  appreciate 
the  full  extent  of  the  generosity  of  the 
majority  leader’s  nonpartisanship.  As 
many  Senators  know,  he  has  contended 
that  the  Congress  has  been  more  eco¬ 
nomical  than  the  President  by  approxi¬ 
mately  $10,603,874,716.07  in  the  past  5 
fiscal  years.  We  have  heard  that  state¬ 
ment  over  and  over  again.  I  am  par¬ 
ticularly  taken  by  his  reference  to  the 
7  cents;  that  shows  extremely  accurate 
figuring — dedicated,  however,  I  feel,  to 
an  extremely  inaccurate  conclusion. 


After  citing  that  figure  in  his  speech 
of  last  Thursday,  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  went  on  to  explain  why  he 
was  so  happy  about  that  saving;  and  he 
stated — as  appears  on  page  8427  of  the 
Congressional  Record,  “It  makes  the 
majority  look  good  when  we  cut  $10  bil¬ 
lion  from  their  requests.” 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  doing  a  lit¬ 
tle  research  in  regard  to  this  matter.  I 
find  that  by  using  certain  selected  sets 
Of  figures,  or  by  using  roughly  about  one- 
seventh  of  the  factors  which  actually  are 
involved  in  determining  whether  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money  is  being  conserved,  I  can 
arrive  at  figures  which  produce  roughly 
the  same  result  as  that  stated  by  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader.  Or,  to  put  the  matter  in 
another  way,  I  find  myself  one-seventh 
in  agreement  with  him  on  that  score — 
which  is  much  better,  I  may  say,  than 
was  stated  by  one  of  my  -constituents 
who,  the  other  day,  wrote  to  me  a  letter 
in  which  he  said,  “I  like  your  stand,  and 
all  my  family  do,  on  this  legislation;  we 
are  behind  you  10  percent.”  [Laughter.] 

But,  Mr.  President,  for  the  life  of  me, 
I  have  not  been  able  to  find  the  7  cents 
the  majority  leader  listed — unless  he 
was  throwing  in  the  net  value  of  his  en¬ 
tire  argument. 

In  short,  Mr.  President,  in  order  to 
arrive  at  the  total  of  $10,603,874,716.07, 
there  has  to  be  includes  $2,610  million  of 
cuts  made  during  the  second  session  of 
the  Republican-controlled  83d  Congress 
and  also  the  total  cuts  made  in  appro¬ 
priation  requests  during  the  84th  and 
85th  Congresses,  which  were  controlled 
by  the  party  of  the  majority  leader.  Let 
me  say  that  I  am  still  trying  to  continue 
in  the  same  nonpartisan  spirit  which 
our  majority  leader  was  so  careful  to 
maintain  in  his  speech  of  last  Thursday. 

However,  Mr.  President,  in  confining 
our  consideration,  for  the  moment,  to 
the  cuts  made  by  those  two  Congresses, 
we  find  that  the  actual  reductions  made 
by  those  Congresses  in  the  amounts  of 
the  requested  appropriations  actually 
total  $7,993  million;  with  his  permission, 
I  shall  leave  off  the  cents.  But  let  me 
be  generous,  Mr.  President;  let  me  say 
that  the  84th  and  85th  Congresses 
lopped  off  $8  billion,  in  round  figures, 
from  the  appropriation  requests.  This 
leaves  the  majority  leader  with  an  error 
in  arithmetic  of  only  $2,600  million-plus, 
which  is  not  much  when  we  deal  with 
Washington  arithmetic,  which  some¬ 
times  has  been  described  as  a  strange 
and  wonderful  shell  game.  But  that 
figure  also  ignores  more  than  $12  billion 
which  the  Republican  first  session  of  the 
83d  Congress  cut  in  one  year  from  the 
last  Truman  budget. 

However,  Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the 
nonpartisan  discussion  of  this  matter  on 
the  part  of  both  the  majority  leader  and 
myself,  we  should  let  that  pass. 

In  any  event,  this  $2,600  million  er¬ 
ror — if  that  is  what  it  is — makes  all  of 
us  in  the  Congress  look  better  than  we 
really  are  entitled  to  look;  and,  there¬ 
fore,  I  suppose  that  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  should  be  grateful  to 
the  majority  leader  for  making  them 
look  so  good. 

But,  Mr.  President,  if  we  are  going 
to  take  bows  as  the  great  economizers 


in  Congress,  in  the  face  of  the  wasteful¬ 
ness  of  the  wickedly  spendthrift  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration,  we  should  be  sure 
that  we  take  them  correctly.  In  all 
modesty — and  I  know  that  my  appre¬ 
ciation  of  the  majority  leader’s  generos¬ 
ity  and  nonpartisanship  is  widely 
shared — I  feel,  therefore,  that  we  Re¬ 
publicans  in  the  Congress  must  not  ac¬ 
cept  the  majority  leader’s  kind  effort  to 
include  us  in  his  litany  of  fiscal  saints. 

If  the  $10,600,000,000  figure  cited  by 
the  majority  leader  really  means  any¬ 
thing — or  if,  indeed,  the  $8  billion  figure, 
which  is  the  accurate  one,  really  meant 
anything — that  would  be  different.  But 
these  figures  refer  only  to  the  money 
which  goes  out  the  front  door  of  the 
Treasury,.  As  has  been  pointed  out 
by  the  minority  leader  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
there  is  also  a  very  large  back  door. 

When  I  was  a  boy,  Mr.  President,  we 
used  the  back  door  even  more  than  we 
used  the  front  door;  and  I  can  assure 
you  that  the  back  door  was  important, 
as  well  as  the  front  door. 

This  financial  process  reminds  me  a 
little  of  the  man  who  had  a  joint  check¬ 
ing  account  with  his  wife;  but  in  arriv¬ 
ing  at  his  bank  balance,  he  did  not  in¬ 
clude  in  his  figuring  the  amounts  of  the 
checks  which  were  drawn  by  his  wife. 

So  that  is  about  what  the  majority 
leader’s  figures  amount  to;  because  if 
we  consider  the  appropriations  made  in 
the  5  fiscal  years  to  which  the  majority 
leader  has  referred,  we  find  that  the 
back  door  spending,  over  and  above  the 
administration’s  requests  in  that  period 
of  time,  came  to  $11,588,000,000 — I  re¬ 
peat,  Mr.  President,  eleven  billion,  five 
hundred  eighty-eight  million,  and  some 
thousands,  and  some  hundreds  of  dol¬ 
lars,  and  some  cents.  In  addition,  in  the 
same  years,  presidential  vetoes  saved, 
from  the  unrequested  spending  measures 
passed  by  the  Congress,  a  total  amount  of 
$2,825,000,000.  On  top  of  that,  Congress 
took  unrequested  actions  reducing  Fed¬ 
eral  revenues  $1,665  million. 

Add  up  the  pluses  and  minuses  and 
we  reach  this  conclusion:  In  the  5  fiscal 
years  referred  to  by  the  distinguished 
majority  leader,  far  from  cutting  ad¬ 
ministration  budgets  by  $10. 6-plus  bil- 
'lions,  Congress  has  actually  spent  a  net 
total — front  door  and  back  door — of 
$5,475  million,  and  maybe  7  cents  on 
top  of  that,  above  administration  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

So  while  I  know  we  all  deeply  appre¬ 
ciate  the  majority  leader’s  nonpartisan¬ 
ship,  and  his  desire  to  include  all  of  us 
in  his  delineation  of  what  the  Congress 
has  accomplished,  I  am  afraid  we  cannot 
realy  accept  the  beautiful  simplicities 
of  his  reasoning. 

Actually,  the  budget  fight  does  not  cen¬ 
ter  solely  on  what  the  administration 
asks  and  the  Congress  appropriates,  as 
the  majority  leader  well  knows,  since  he 
is  one  of  the  ablest  Members  of  this  body. 
While  I  am  sure  most  Senators  were 
probably  aware  that  the  majority  leader 
was  not  really  serious  when  he  claimed 
the  $10.6  billion  saving,  but  had  merely 
dreamed  it  up  to  annoy  the  minority 
leader,  with  whom  he  had  been  having 
a  colloquy,  it  might  be  taken  seriously 
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by  some  who  are  not  familiar  with  Fed¬ 
eral  fiscal  matters. 

I  suppose,  for  the  record,  it  might  be 
well  to  mention  some  of  the  back  door 
items  which  are  being  overlooked,  so  that 
the  taxpayers  will  not  be  confused  by 
the  majority  leader’s  whimsy. 

In  the  2d  session  of  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  for  example,  the  authority  to  incur 
obligations  in  other  than  appropriation 
acts  was  increased  by  more  than  $2  bil¬ 
lion  with  respect  to  only  five  public  laws. 
That  $2  billion  does  not  show  at  all  in 
the  majority  leader’s  figures,  and,  in  his 
verbiage,  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  adopt 
it,  “$2  billion  ain’t  hay.” 

Substantive  legislation  authorizing 
spending  which  was  enacted  during  the 
2d  session  of  the  85th  Congress,  but 
for  which  appropriations  were  not  made 
at  the  time  of  enactment,  called  for  ap¬ 
propriations  totaling  $1,572,000.  This 
does  not  appear,  either,  in  the  majority 
leader’s  figures.  ' 

Here  we  get  much  nearer  to  the  heart 
of  the  budget  fight.  Here  wTe  are  dealing 
with  the  matter,  which  is  so  important, 
of  setting  up  huge  programs  calling  for 
huge  annual  appropriations. 

It  is  the  same  subject  which  we  have 
under  consideration,  or  one  part  of  it, 
which  is  involved  in  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Of  course,  the  President,  in  carrying 
out  the  will  of  Congress,  as  determined 
in  the  legislation  setting  up  such  pro¬ 
grams,  must  request  funds  annually  to 
operate  them.  He  has  no  alternative. 

If  he  requested  no  funds,  a  howl  would 
go  up  to  high  heaven  from  everyone  who 
supported  the  original  legislation.  I  am 
not  necessarily  criticizing  all  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  for  which  appropriations  have 
been  made.  Some  of  those  programs  I 
have  supported.  Some  of  them  I  sup¬ 
ported  when  the  administration  did  not 
support  them.  I  am  criticizing — and 
this  is  the  basis  of  my  criticism — the 
practice  of  ignoring  the  impact  on  the 
Treasury  of  these  programs  in  comput¬ 
ing  the  budget  effect  of  congressional 
actions. 

Yet  the  President  is  criticized  as  a 
spender,  in  the  line  of  reasoning  pur¬ 
sued  in  such  nonpartisan  fashion  by  the 
majority  leader.  It  is  said  the  Presi-» 
dent  is  a  spender  because  Congress  has 
trimmed  some  of  its  own  original  con¬ 
cepts  when  it  has  gotten  down  to  spend¬ 
ing  the  money. 

Certainly  there  is  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  appropriations  and  authoriza¬ 
tions,  as  was  pointed  out  in  the  debate. 
Appropriations  mean  we  spend  the 
money  today;  authorizations  mean  we 
spend  it  tomorrow.  But,  either  way  one 
slices  it,  it  still  costs  the  taxpayers 
money.  There  is  no  trick  arithmetic 
which  can  change  that  fact,  or  save  even 
the  7  cents  referred  to. 

Among  other  items  which  do  not  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  computation  of  the  so-called 
$10.6  billion  saving  there  may  be  men¬ 
tioned  the  fact  that  some  of  the  so- 
called  cuts  from  appropriation  requests 
actually  had  to  be  restored  later  in 
supplemental  appropriations; 

The  fact  that  certain  spending  items 
were  lopped  off  by  presidential  veto; 


The  fact  that  there  was  a  failure  of 
Congress  to  provide  requested  revenue, 
which  increased  the  budget  problem; 

The  fact  that  loans  were  authorized 
directly  out  of  the  Treasury;  and  that 
there  were  prior  year  balances  re- 
appropriated. 

Of  course  the  majority  leader  is  just 
as  considerate  as  he  is  nonpartisan,  and 
he  naturally  would  not  want  to  burden 
us  with  all  these  tiresome  details.  But 
in  order  to  round  out  the  full  story,  and 
before  we  as  Members  of  Congress  swell 
up  and  burst  with  pride  over  our  fru¬ 
gality  and  over  the  great  savings  we 
have  effectuated  over  the  budget  figures, 
it  strikes  me  we  ought  to  have  the  full 
story  before  us.  So  I  thought  perhaps 
it  would  be  appropriate,  again  with  my 
high  compliments  of  the  distinguished 
majority  leader,  to  bring  some  of  these 
figures  to  the  attention  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  join  with  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  in 
opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Our  big  problem  in  Vermont,  as  point¬ 
ed  out  by  speakers  at  the  annual  State 
ASC  conference,  is  not  how  to  spend  our 
funds  or  how  to  spend  them  wisely,  but, 
rather,  the  problem  is  determining  how 
the  small  amount  of  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  Vermont  under  the  ACP  program 
can  be  distributed  to  all  the  farms  that 
want  and  need  to  participate. 

It  is  easy  to  observe  how  important  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  is  to 
Vermont  when  one  takes  a  close  look  at 
the  record.  The  State  has  traditionally 
led  the  country  in  the  percentage  of 
farms  participating.  For  example,  in 
1957  62  percent  of  the  farms  in  Vermont 
engaged  in  some  activities  from  which 
they  received  cost  share  allowances  in 
accordance  with  the  ACP. 

At  the  present  time  we  have  79  per¬ 
cent  of  our  cropland  participating,  com¬ 
pared  to  a  national  average  of  about  36 
percent.  Our  Vermont  program  is  set 
up  primarily  to  help  establish  a  ■  sod 
ground.  Our  aim  in  the  use  of  minerals 
is  not  for  direct  production,  but,  rather, 
through  the  use  of  minerals  to  build  up 
a  better  sod  which  will,  over  a  period  of 
years,  aid  materially  our  conservation 
effort. 

In  a  talk  before  the  annual  ASC  con¬ 
ference  a  representative  of  one  of  the 
largest  banks  in  Vermont  demonstrated 
the  confidence  which  the  banking  com¬ 
munity  has  in  the  ACP  program  and  the 
farmers  who  participate  in  it. 

The  banker  had  this  to  say:  ‘‘It  is 
probably  not  safe  to  make  any  estimate 
of  the  total  financial  assistance  that  has 
been  required  to  carry  out  the  1958  ACP 
program,  which  is  reported  as  involving 
$800,008  in  Vermont.  However,  a  sort  of 
an  educated  guess  might  be  that  lenders 
of  all  kinds  have  been  involved  in  50  per¬ 
cent  of  this  volume.  The  main  inference 
that  could  be  drawn  from  these  hastily 
collected  statistics  is,  first,  that  Vermont 
banks  are  fully  in  sympathy  with  the 
ACP  program;  and,  second,  that  they 
stand  ready  to  back  up  this  sympathy 
with  loan  funds  to  practically  95  percent 
of  the  requests.” 

Bankers  have  never  been  known  to  be 
softhearted  or  overly  sentimental,  and 


I  think  in  the  case  of  Vermont  they 
strongly  back  the  ACP  program,  because 
they  know  it  is  protecting  our  soil  and 
our  forest  resources,  increasing  our  effi¬ 
ciency  of  production,  and  at  the  same 
time  making  possible  a  larger  income  for 
Vermont  farmers. 

A  recent  report  shows  that  over  the 
years  more  than  $8  million  have  been 
collected  from  Vermont  farmers  to  pay 
for  materials  provided  for  them  under 
the  ACP,  and  it  is  estimated  that  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  State  have  incurred  additional 
expenses  of  $14!/2  million  in  order  to  car¬ 
ry  on  programs  of  improved  practices  to 
promote  desirable  land  use  and  conser¬ 
vation  of  the  soil. 

If  the  farmers  of  Vermont  and 
throughout  America  are  willing  to  dig 
deep  into  their  pockets  to  protect  the  soil, 
one  of  our  greatest  resources,  then  it 
would  be  tragic  indeed  for  Congress  to 
refuse  to  do  its  share  and  force  the  farm¬ 
er  to  assume  conservation  costs  beyond 
the  point  he  can  afford. 

I  strongly  urge  that  we  act  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  both  the  present  and  future  by 
approving  today  the  full  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  for  the  1960  agricultural  conservation 
program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  light  of  the  discussion  which  has 
taken  place,  particularly  on  the  part  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  it  seems  to 
me  it  might  be  appropriate  to  have  the 
Record  complete  as  to  the  accomplish¬ 
ments  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program. 

I  should  like  to  quote  from  the  testi¬ 
mony  on  page  363  of  the  hearings  with 
regard  to  H.R.  7175,  which  is  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Mr.  Koger,  who  is  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  service. 

Mr.  Koger  was  discussing  the  benefits 
of  the  program,  the  costs  involved,  and 
the  nature  of  the  services.  He  stated, 
for  example: 

The  average  amount  of  assistance  per 
participant  in  the  1957  program  was  $179, 
or  $186  per  farm  for  the  1,161,000  partici¬ 
pating  farms. 

I  think  it  is  well  for  the  Senate  to 
note  and  for  the  public  to  note  that 
1,161,000  farms  were  the  beneficiaries 
of  sound  soil  conservation  practices  of 
an  enduring  nature. 

The  next  line  of  Mr.  Koger’s  testi¬ 
mony  I  think  is  the  most  convincing. 
He  says: 

About  83  percent  of  the  cost-sharing  pay¬ 
ments  was  for  practices  classified  in  the 
ACP  National  Bulletin,  as  having  enduripg 
benefits.  The  remaining  17  percent  was' 
used  for  practices  with  benefits  of  limited 
duration,  such  as  the  establishment  of  an¬ 
nual  vegetative  cover,  and  measures  pri¬ 
marily  for  temporary  protection  from  wind 
and  water  erosion." 

A  little  later  in  the  same  testimony 
the  Administrator  of  the  program  said: 

In  keeping  with  the  Secretary’s  announced 
policy  that  the  ACP  is  to  give  particular 
attention  to  those  conservatiqn  measures 
which  are  of  major  importance  to  farmers 
in  making  a  transition  from  cropland  to 
grass  or  trees  and  in  keeping  in  protected 
cover  land  which  otherwise  might  be  shifted 
to  a  more  intensive  use,  we  have  continued 
that  type  of  program  emphasis. 
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This  is  a  direct  answer  to  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  that  all  we  are  doing 
with  the  ACP  is  to  intensify  produc¬ 
tion.  In  fact,  what  we  have  been  do¬ 
ing  in  a  good  deal  of  the  program  is  to 
shift  the  land  use  from  intensive  cultiva- 
»  tion  to  grass  or  to  trees. 

A  little  further  in  his  testimony  Mr. 
Koger  says :  , 

To  illustrate,  during  the  last  5  years,  1954 
to  1958,  inclusive,  ACP  has  shared  costs  on 
the  establishment  of  about  22  million  acres 
of  vegetative  cover.  A  high  percentage  of 
this  land  was,  prior  to  its  establishment  in 
/  conservation  cover,  cropland  producing  at  an 
intensive  level.  These  22  million  acres  are 
made  up  of  about  7  y2  million  acres  of  prac¬ 
tice  A-2 — > 

'  Which  means  permanent  vegetative 
cover  for  soil  protection — 
eleven  million  acres  of  practice  A-3 — 

Which  means  additional  acres  of  vege¬ 
tative  cover  and  crop  rotation  to  retard 
erosion  and  to  improve  the  soil  struc¬ 
ture,  as  well  as  to  increase  the  water 
holding  capacity — 

two  and  one-half  million  acres  of  practice 
D-4 — • 

Another  one  of  the  so-called  perma¬ 
nent  practices  which  has  been  authorized 
by  the  ACP,  which  is  a  vegetative  cover 
to  protect  cropland  throughout  the  crop 
year — 

and  about  1  million  acres  of  practices  A-7 
and  A_8,  trees  and  shrubs  planted  for  per¬ 
manent  retirement  of  farmland  from  field 
crops  and  pasture. 

These  instances  which  I  cite  from  the 
hearings  should  be  adequate  evidence  of 
the  purposes  of  the  program. 

I  wish  to  say,  most  respectfully,  to  my 
colleague,  I  cannot  imagine  anyone  who 
lives  in  a  great  metropolitan  area  who 
would  want  at  any  time  to  do  anything 
which  would  retard  the  protection  of  our 
soil  resources. 

The  other  day  a  gentleman,  who  has 
dedicated  his  life  to  soil  conservation, 
came  to  see  me.  He  had  been  flying  over 
the  delta  region  of  the  Mississippi  River 
and  he  had  seen  the  good  earth  literally 
falling  in  to  the  sea.  This  was  the  good 
earth  from  the  area  of  the  Mississippi 
River  and  its  tributaries — the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  watershed,  so  to  speak. 

All  one  has  to  do  in  order  to  see  Amer¬ 
ica  being  eroded  is  to  fly  in  a  helicopter 
or  an  airplane  over  the  delta  region  of 
the  Mississippi  River,  and  witness  the 
land  literally  being  spewed  out  into  the 
ocean. 

This  program  does  not  involve  simply 
the  liming  of  the  soil.  It  does  not  in¬ 
volve  only  some  temporary  practice.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe  the  evidence 
will  reveal  that  a  good  deal  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  as  I  recall  the  testimony,  as  shown 
on  page  364  of  the  hearings,  relates  to 
watersheds. 

^  It  is  pointed  out  on  page  364  that  the 
program  is  tied  specifically  to  the  water¬ 
shed  program: 

Watersheds  which  have  received  the  major 
attention  from  ACP  include  the  IX  author¬ 
ized  flood  prevention  watersheds,  the  water¬ 
shed  projects  authorized  under  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 
(Public  Law  566)  which  have  reached  an 
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operating  status,  and  the  small  widely  scat¬ 
tered  pilot  watershed  projects  initiated  by 
the  Congress  in  1953. 

These  watershed  programs  provide 
upstream  flood  control.  These  water¬ 
shed  projects  I  think  are  the  soundest 
type  of  flood  control  and  conservation 
program  we  have.  The  ACP  is  tied  in 
with  that,  just  as  the  technical  services 
of  the  ACP  are  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

This  is  the  kind  of  program  we  are 
talking  about.  This  is  not  a  giveaway 
program.  This  is  a  cost-sharing  be¬ 
tween  Federal  and  local  sources.  Indi¬ 
vidual  farmei's  participate.  There  is  a 
renewing  of  grasslands.  There  is  water 
and  wind  erosion  control.  Thei-e  is  the 
growing  of  timber  and  trees  throughout 
areas  which  would  be  otherwise  subject 
to  erosion.  Above  all,  there  are  water¬ 
shed  projects. 

For  that  reason  I  feel  this  is  perhaps 
the  soundest  investment  we  have  in  gen¬ 
eral  agricultural  policy. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield.'- 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  was  listen¬ 
ing  to  my  colleague  fi'om  Vex-mont  a 
few  moments  ago,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  heard  my 
colleague  say  that  the  larger  pai*t  of 
the  ACP  funds  in  Vermont  is  used  for 
the  establishment  of  grass  sod. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  purpose,  of  course, 
is  to  prevent  the  land  from  washing  into 
the  rivers  and  from  washing  into  the 
sea  eventually.  That  is  the  way,  in  our 
country,  along  with  reforestation,  we 
are  attempting  to  hold  the  soil  for  future 
genei-ations. 

I  point  out  that  we  have  had  particu¬ 
larly  good  luck  with  the  weather  for  a 
long  time.  Instead  of  the  7  yeai’s  of 
proverbial  good  crops  we  have  had  17 
years  in  which  we  have  had  reasonably 
good  crops. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  part  the  result  is  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  program  was  started 
25  years  ago,  and  we  have  been  recover¬ 
ing  and  protecting  a  larger  percentage 
of  our  arable  land  year  after  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  is  nothing  more 
important.  If  we  let  the  topsoil  go, 
what  good  will  what  is  left  be  to  the 
people? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  say  that 
the  histoi-y  of  nations  can  possibly  be 
written  by  observation  of  the  manner 
in  which  they  care  for  their  soil.  One 
can  observe  the  l'ise  or  fall  of  empires 
based  almost  upon  the  adequacy  of  con¬ 
servation  or  the  lack  of  conservation. 

My  good  fi'iend,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  in¬ 
dicated  his  general  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I 
regret  that,  because  some  of  the  better 
soil  conservation  practices  in  the  Nation 
are  conducted  in  his  State. 

Mr\AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  notice  that  last 
year  $4,746,000  worth  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  work  was  done  in  upstate  New 


York.  I  have  seen  some  of  that  work, 
as  has  the  Senator  himself. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  only  the  Fed¬ 
eral  money. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  points  out,  that  is  only 
the  Federal  money. 

Mr.  KEATING.  There  will  still  be 
quite  a  balance  left,  if  we  allow  $100 
million  for  this  program.  It  seems  to 
me  that  is  adequate.  It  has  been  certi¬ 
fied  as  adequate  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

New  Yoi'k  receives  $4  million  of  the 
$250  million.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
brought  up  that  point,  because  it  em¬ 
phasizes  what  all  these  Federal  aid  pro¬ 
grams  mean  to  the  taxpayers  and  to 
the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
whose  fanns  are  entitled,  under  a  $250 
million  program,  to  vastly  more  than 
$4  million. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  are  not  using 
this  program  as  a  subsidy.  We  are  using 
the  program  to  protect  land.  Regret¬ 
tably,  for  some  reason  or  other,  the  State 
of  New  York  is  not  as  big  as  Texas. 
There  are  not  quite  so  many  acres  of 
land  to  be  cared  for  under  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  practices. 

The  only  thing  I  can  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  is  that  this  is  one 
Union,  one  Nation;  and  the  land  in  any 
part  of  it  is  as  precious  as  the  land  in 
any  other  part. 

The  fact  is,  as  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  pointed  out,  that  every  dollar  of 
the  money  is  spent  upon  projects  which 
conserve.  The  program  represents  an 
investment  for  the  future.  When  we 
consider  the  population  growth  of  the 
country  and  the  ti-emendous  drain  on 
the  soil  resources,  the  importance  of  pro¬ 
tecting  those  resoui-ces  cannot  be  con¬ 
tested.  The  Senator  may  argue  as  to 
the  amount  of  money,  but  I  am  sure  we 
do  not  disagree  on  objectives. 

Mr.  KEATING.  We  do  not  disagree 
on  objectives.  I  happen  to  believe  that 
this  is  one  of  the  sound  programs  in  the 
agricultural  area.  I  merely  feel  that 
farmers,  and  all  other  segments  of  our 
economy,  must  curtail.  It  is  in  their 
long-range  interest  to  curtail,  in  order 
to  use  the  anti-inflationary  weapon  of 
attempting  to  balance  the  budget.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  represents  the  thinking  and 
feeling  of  the  farmers  of  New  Yoi’k  State, 
who  are  also  taxpayers., 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  noticed  that  the 
Senator  did  not  apply  the  same  reason¬ 
ing  when  it  came  to  brucellosis  control 
for  the  dairy  herds  in  his  State,  and  I 
am  glad  he  did  not.  I  noticed  that  he 
did  not  apply  the  same  reasoning  in  con¬ 
nection  with  some  other  objectives. 

The  truth  is  that  the  amount  of  money 
involved  in  this  program  is  a  very  limited 
sum.  If  we  are  to  select  any  place  in 
this  appropriation  bill  to  make  reduc¬ 
tions,  I  say  most  respectfully  that  this  is 
the  wrohg  place.-  There  may  be  others. 
Of  all  the  programs  which  have  been 
without  stain,  of  all  the  programs  which 
have  done  well,  of  all  the  programs  which 
have  built  for  the  future,  of  all  the  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  fulfilled  the  great 
needs  of  conservation,  I  think  this  is  the 
best.  To  cut  the  appropriation  for  it 
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as  much  as  has  been  suggested  would  be 
to  cut  the  heart  out  of  it,  and,  to  my 
mind,  to  strike  a  death  blow  at  basic 
agricultural  policy,  which  has  been 
fought  for  since  the  time  of  Theodore 
Roosevelt,  the  great  conservationist  who, 
possibly  more  than  any  other  individual, 
set  the  Nation  on  the  path  of  conserva¬ 
tion. 

Ml-.  KEATING.  That  is  always  the 
answer  when  we  try  to  make  a  reduction 
at  any  point  in  the  budget.  There  is 
always  the  argument,  “This  is  not  the 
place  to  do  it.  You  must  seek-some  other 
place.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  a 
wise  man.  I  think  he  can  find  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  This  is  an  admirable 
program.  It  has  helped.  It  has  been 
one  of  the  reasons  for  building  up  the 
huge  surpluses;  but,  as  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!  has  pointed 
out,  there  is  a  time  and  place  for  every¬ 
thing.  With  surpluses  running  out  of  our 
ears,'  and  with  our  bins  inadequate  to 
hold  the  surpluses,  might  we  not  curtail 
this  program,  with  the  possibility  later 
of  increasing  the  amount? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Senator 
wishes  to  cut  down  on  production,  obvi¬ 
ously  he  is  not  seeking  to  reduce  acreage. 
The  program  we  are  discussing  has  a 
record  of  22  million  acres  of  intensively 
cultivated  land  being  taken  out  of  pro¬ 
duction.  That  is  a  sizable  amount. 

If  the  objective  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  is  to  reduce  production,  why 
not  stop  research  on  new  seeds?  Fan¬ 
tastic  new  seeds  and  fertilizers  have  done 
more  than  anything  else  to  increase  pro¬ 
duction.  Of  course,  the  Senator  does 
not  wish  to  stop  research  on  new  seeds, 
and  neither  do  I.  Such  research  pro¬ 
grams  represent  progress.  We  need  re¬ 
search.  We  need  better  fertilizers,  and 
we  need  better  land.  The  Nation  will 
be  here  a  few  years  after  we  are  gone,  I 
hope.  At  present  we  are  barely  holding 
our  own  in  the  field  of  conservation. 
During  the  war  years  we  had  to  give  up 
much  conservation.  We  went  backward. 
Now  we  are  catching  up  a  little.  Finally, 
we  have  a  program  in  farm  conservation 
which  has  begun  to  rebuild  the  fertility 
of  the  eroded  soil  of  America.  The  soil 
of  America,  with  the  topsoil  protected, 
has  a  greater  security  value  than  all  the 
'  bonds  in  the  Chase  National  Bank  or  in 
Wall  Street  in  New  York.  The  wealth 
of  the  Nation  is  in  its  topsoil.  The 
wealth  of  the  Nation  is  in  its  great  God- 
given  natural  resources.  The  least  we 
can  do  is  to  protect  them. 

Mr.  KEATING.  We  are  not  here  de¬ 
bating  the  question  of  the  Wall  Street 
banks _ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  could. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Or  the  merit  of  the 
banks  or  their  value  to  the  country.  We 
are  here  trying  to  determine  whether 
$100  million  or  $250  million  is  the  right 
amount  to  spend  for  this  program.  It 
strikes  me  that  those  who  have  studied 
the  problem  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture — and  certainly  they  are  sympa¬ 
thetic  to  the  program,  and  favor  it,  as 
do  I — realize  that  $100  million  “ain’t 
hay.” 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  support  for  the  amendment 


offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  and  to  commend  him 
for  offering  it. 

I  also  commend  my  good  friend,  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  New' 
York  [Mr.  Keating]  for  his  analysis  of 
the  remarks  of  the  majority  leader  on 
last  Thursday.  I  believe  that  what  he 
said  deserves  the  attention  of  all  Sena¬ 
tors,'  as  well  as  of  people  throughout  the 
United  States,  in  order  that  they  may 
see  the  fallacy  of  the  statements  which 
were  made  at  that  time,  and  which  are 
still  being  made.  Such  statements  seek 
to  present  the  majority  party  as  the 
party  of  economy,  despite  the  fact  that 
it  seems  to  most  people  that  they  have 
not  been  the  party  of  economy,  but 
rather  have  fought  the  President’s  econ¬ 
omy  measures  from  time  to  time,  and 
almost  constantly  in  the  past  three  Con¬ 
gresses,  including  this  one. 

While  supporting  this  amendment,  I 
intend  to  vote  against  the  bill.  House 
bill  7175,  the  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  1980.  I  shall 
so  vote  in  protest  against  the  failure  of 
the  Democratic  Party  majority  in  control 
of  the  Congress  to  make  possible  essen¬ 
tial  reforms  in  farm  programs,  reforms 
which  have  been  repeatedly  recom¬ 
mended  by  President  Eisenhower  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson. 

They  have  fought  Secretary  Benson 
every  step  of  the  way.  They  have  tried 
repeatedly  to  force  his  resignation.  For¬ 
tunately  for  the  people  of  the  country, 
he  is  a  man  of  great  courage  and  deter¬ 
mination,  and  he  has  very  patiently 
withstood  all  the  attacks  on  him,  and  has 
proceeded  to  do  his  job  in  a  workmanlike, 
patriotic  manner,  without  allowing  per¬ 
sonal  attacks  to  disconcert  or  upset  him. 
I  believe  that  he  is  one  of  the  most  ad¬ 
mirable  and  deserving  public  servants  I 
have  ever  seen.  I  hope  his  strength  may 
endure,  so  that  he  may  finish  his  admin¬ 
istration  with  the  courage  and  deter¬ 
mination  which  have  characterized  his 
work  heretofore. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Congress  act 
to  prevent  the  continued  piling  up  of 
surpluses  of  farm  products,  at  enormous 
cost  to  American  taxpayers.  Yet  the 
Democrats,  in  control  of  this  and  recent 
Congresses,  have  insisted  upon  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  programs  which  can  only 
result  in  more  and  more  surpluses  and 
more  and  more  expense  to  the  taxpayers, 
not  only  of  my  own  State  of  Connecticut, 
but  of  all  the  States. 

The  pending  bill  calls  for  total  ap¬ 
propriations  of  almost  $4  billion.  In¬ 
cluded  in  that  sum  are  funds  for  the 
support  of  programs  which  I  thoroughly 
approve — for  example,  the  school  lunch 
program,  the  watershed  protection  pro¬ 
gram,  the  flood  prevention  program,  and 
agricultural  research. 

My  vote  against  the  bill  should  not  be 
construed  as  opposition  to  those  desir¬ 
able  programs;  but  I  cannot  vote  for 
funds  for  them  support  without  also  vot-. 
ing  for  enormous  sums  for  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  price  support  programs,  which 
inevitably  will  add  to  the  surpluses, 
which  now  total  almost  $11  billion,  and 
which  cost  the  taxpayers  of  the  country 
approximately  $1  billion  a  year  in  stor¬ 


age  and  interest  charges.  This,  Mr. 
President,  I  refuse  to  do. 

I  listened  to  the  debate  yesterday  on 
the  Senate  floor  and  I  heard  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  comment  about  the  fu¬ 
tility,  almost,  of  the  present  situation. 
The  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  who  is  in  charge  4 
of  the  bill,  referred  to  the  farm  program 
as  being  completely  out  of  hand.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  admitted  to  a  feeling  of  frus¬ 
tration  about  this  program.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  spoke  of  the  whole  farm 
program  as  one  of  confusion  and  disap¬ 
pointment. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  appears  to  me 
that  even  those  who  are  going  to  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  are  very  much  confused 
and  discontented  with  it.  It  is  un¬ 
fortunate  that  apparently  no  real  at¬ 
tempt  has  been  made  or  is  being  made 
by  Congress  to  revise  and  economize  and 
modernize  our  farm  program. 

I  am  afraid  that  so  long  as  the  stand¬ 
ing  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  the  legislative  committee,  is 
constituted  as  it  is,  we  will  get  commit¬ 
tee  reports  favoring  largess  for  the 
farmers,  as  we  have  in  recent  years. 

I  for  myself  intend  to  vote  against  the 
bill  as  a  protest  against  the  status  quo 
and  as  a  plea  for  reform  in  farm  legis¬ 
lation,  and  as  a  plea  for  support  of 
policies  which  have  been  repeatedly  sent 
to  Congress  and  emphasized  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson,  and 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  were  it 
not  for  the  lateness  of  the  hour,  I  would 
address  myself  at  some  length  to  the 
pending  item.  However,  I  wish  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  completely  with  the  able  and 
eloquent  remarks  of  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  ,  who  has  been  familiar  with  this 
program  since  its  inception.  He  has 
served  as  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  is  an  ex 
officio  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

It  is  very  easy  for  Senators  who  live 
in  the  large  centers  of  population  to  look 
at  this  item  and  say,  “I  can  vote  against 
it  with  impunity.”  However,  from  an 
overall  standpoint — as  a  program  which 
affects  the  future  of  the  country — I 
know  of  no  program  which  merits  the 
support  of  every  Member  of  Congress  as 
much  as  does  this  one. 

We  have  in  the  United  States  380  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  cultivable  land.  That 
amounts  to  2  V2  acres  for  every  person  in 
the  United  States.  I  imagine  that  if  we 
were  able  to  set  apart  2  V2  acres  and  make 
them  available  ta  every  person  in  the 
United  States,  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tors  who  have  spoken  against  the  item 
would  be  willing  to  pay  out  of  their  own 
pockets  the  cost  of  carrying  on  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  They  would  do  so  gladly 
that  they  might  be  able  to  eat,  if  they 
knew  they  could  not  eat  except  for  the 
food  that  would  be  produced  from  those 
2  y2  acres  of  land. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  about  the  only 
program  we  have  been  able  to  preserve 
intact  for  the  farmers  of  America.  It  is 
a  program  with  which  the  farmers  of 
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America  are  familiar.  The  testimony- 
before  the  committee  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  showed  beyond  any 
question  that  there  was  more  interest  in 
this  program  than  there  has  been  in  any 
other  program,  and  that  more  farmers 
are  anxious  to  participate  in  it.  Yet  it 
is  proposed  here  to  cut  it  back. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  of  the  few 
farm  programs  that  Mr.  Benson,  since 
he  has  been  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
has  been  unable  to  make  any  progress 
toward  destroying.  He  has  made  tre¬ 
mendous  progress  in  destroying  the 
price  support  program.  That  has 
brought  down  farm  income.  However, 
he  has  not  been  able  to  m^ke  any 
progress,  since  he  assumed  office  in  1953, 
in  destroying  the  ACP.  When  he 
first  came  into  office  he  tried  to  cut 
the  program  down  to  $140  million. 
Congress  at  that  time — and  it  was  a 
Republican  Congress — refused  to  go 
along  with  the  destruction  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program. 

He  persisted  in  his  efforts.  Last  year 
he  tried  to  cut  it  to  $125  million.  This 
year  he  has  tried  to  cut  it  to  $100  mil¬ 
lion. 

This  program  is  not  only  of  great 
benefit  to  the  farmers  of  today;  it  is  in¬ 
surance  for  the  future  to  make  sure 
that  future  Americans  will  not  perish 
under  the  Malthusian  theory  that 
there  will  be  so  many  people  in  this 
country  that  we  will  not  be  able  to  sup¬ 
port  them  from  the  land,  and  that  we 
will  cannibalize  each  other. 

There  is  no  reason  on  earth  that  can 
be  advanced  for  cutting  this  program  by 
more  than  half.  I  wish  to  point  out 
that  if  the  amendment  were  to  prevail 
and  we  should  cut  the  program  to  $100 
million,  there  would  be  only  $62  million 
allocated  to  the  States.  It  would  re¬ 
quire  $48  million  for  administrative  pur¬ 
poses  and  for  the  soil  conservation 
technical  program.  We  cannot  justify 
spending  almost  as  much  to  administer 
a  program  as  would  be  distributed  to 
the  States.  The  next  step  would  be  to 
eliminate  the  program  completely. 

I  could  discuss  the  issue  at  great 
length,  but  I  do  not  desire  to  labor  the 
point.  We  have  before  us  the  com¬ 
mitments  and  expenditures  for  the  ma¬ 
jor  Federal  credit  program,  as  discussed 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating].  We  have  new 
commitments  of  about  $14  billion  or 
$15  billion  worth  of  housing.  We  think 
nothing  of  that.  We  have  other  pro¬ 
grams  which  run  to  staggering  sums  of 
money.  Yet  here  it  is  proposed  to  de¬ 
stroy  a  program  which  has  been  nur- 
tui'ed  and  which  has  been  a  great  con¬ 
servation  program  for  more  than  23 
years.  It  is  a  program  which  is  of  vital 
importance  to  those  who  will  be  living 
on  the  land  long  after  the  last  one  of  us 
has  passed  on. 

I  wish  to  say  in  all  sincerity  that  if 
the  Senate  is  disposed  to  cut  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  figure  proposed,  we  should 
abolish  it  altogether,  because  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  so  extravagantly  waste¬ 
ful  from  the  standpoint  of  administra¬ 
tive  cost  that  it  could  not  be  justified. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  will  be  defeated. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  be  very  brief  in  sum¬ 
ming  up  my  argument  in  behalf  of  the 
amendment.  First,  I  wish  to  say  that 
I  do  not  question  the  sincerity  of  those 
who  have  spoken  on  behalf  of  the  full 
amount  of  the  proposed  appropriation. 
Some  of  their  arguments,  however, 
might  well  be  used  in  support  of  the 
amendment  I  have  offered.  Most  of  the 
arguments  have  emphasized  that  the 
program  is  one  to  increase  the  produc¬ 
tive  capacity  of  American  farms.  There 
is  no  argument  on  that  point.  But  why 
should  we  spend  $150  million  over  and 
above  what  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
requests,  to  increase  the  production  of 
more  agricultural  products? 

It  is  true  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  since  1953  has  been  recomend¬ 
ing  that  the  program  be  cut.  He  made 
that  recommendation  on  the  basis  that 
we  were  producing  more  than  was 
needed. 

Congress  rejected  his  suggestions. 

In  the  6  years  since  1953  we  have 
compelled  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  spend  over  $900  million  more  on  this 
one  program  than  he  wished — all  to  in¬ 
crease  the  productive  capacity  of  the 
American  farms,  and  thus  increasing 
the  agricultural  products  in  storage. 

It  does  not  make  any  sense.  Why 
make  the  taxpayers  pay  -for  putting 
more  lime  and  more  fertilizer  on  the 
land  in  order  to  increase  the  produc¬ 
tivity  when  at  the  same  time  we  are 
charging  them  billions  annually  to  store 
existing  surpluses? 

We  are  not  only  destroying  the  tax¬ 
payers  but  also  rendering  serious  dam¬ 
age  to  our  farmers. 

In  this  debate,  it  has  been  said  that 
the  support  of  this  amendment  comes 
from  the  so-called  metropolitan  areas. 
I  happen  to  live  close  to  a  metropolitan 
area.  I  represent,  in  part,  the  second 
smallest  State  in  the  Union.  Delaware 
does  not  have  many  counties.  Those  it 
has  are  small.  However,  I  point  out  to 
those  who  have  spoken  against  this 
amendment  that  the  county  in  which  I 
live  outranks  in  agricultural  production 
every  county  in  any  of  the  States  of 
those  Senators  who  have  spoken  in 
favor  of  the  full  appropriation  this 
afternoon.  The  county  in  which  I  live 
is  the  fifth  county  east  of  the  Rocky 
Mountains  in  amount  of  agricultural 
production.  So  coming  from  an  impor¬ 
tant  agricultural  area  I  think  I  have 
every  right  to  stand  up  and  say  what  I 
think  the  American  farmers  need. 

Do  not  forget  that  the  fanners  are 
very  much  interested  in  a  balanced 
budget.  Certainly  they  as  well  as  all 
other  taxpayers  are  interested  in  getting 
rid  of  commodity  surpluses,  but  that  re¬ 
sult  cannot  be  achieved  by  a  continuous 
pouring  out  of  the  taxpayers’  money 
under  one  program  to  increase  produc¬ 
tion  while  at  the  same  time  the  taxpay¬ 
ers’  money  is  being  used  to  hold  down 
production  under  another  program. 

Our  Government  is  now  spending  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  to  take  land  out  of  pro¬ 
duction.  We  spend  billions  to  support 
crops  being  produced  on  cultivated  acre¬ 
age. 


Where  is  it  going  to  end? 

The  fanners  in  my  State  and  in  the 
State  of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  were  penal¬ 
ized  un justly  as  a  result  of  such  a  con¬ 
tradictory  program  a  few  years  ago, 
when  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
through  various  lending  agencies,  en¬ 
couraged  and  financed  increased  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  poultry  industry.  Today, 
poultry  raisers  and  others  connected 
with  the  poultry  industry  are  suffering 
from  this  overproduction  and  overca¬ 
pacity. 

A  contradictory  program  such  as  pro¬ 
posed  here  cannot  be  justified.  Not  only 
does  it  increase  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  President’s  budget  by  $150 
million  but  also  it  increases  the  produc¬ 
tive  capacity  of  the  same  farmers  by 
providing  free  lime  and  free  fertilizer 
to  increase  the  production  of  crops  which 
another  agency  will  have  to  buy  and  put 
in  storage  houses. 

In  the  name  of  both  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  and  the  American  farmers  the 
amendment  ought  to  be  adopted. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mi*.  Williams].  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Moss],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Muskie]  ,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mu.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke¬ 
fauver],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],,  and  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray]  would  each  vote 
Vnay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
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Virginia  would  vote  [‘yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ersL  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  "yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson 
and  Mr.  Schoeppel]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senators 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson  and  Mr. 
Schoeppel]  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  under 
rule  XII  of  the  Senate,  I  ask  to  be  ex¬ 
cused  from  voting  on  this  amendment. 
My  reason  is  that  over  the  years  I  have 
participated  in  the  soil-conservation 
program,  on  farm  land  which  I  own  and 
operate,  to  the  amount  of  approximately 
$300.  These  Federal  payments  were  for 
the  conservation  program’s  share  of  the 
cost  of  lime.  Therefore,  in  order  to 
avoid  any  suggestion  of  a  conflict  of  in¬ 
terest,  and  for  reasons  which  I  discussed 
earlier  this  afternoon,  during  the  debate, 
I  ask  to  be  excused  from  voting  on  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  him,  be 
excused  from  voting  on  this  amend¬ 
ment? 

All  in  favor  will  signify  by  saying 
“Aye”;  all  opposed  will  signify  by  saying 
“No.” 

The  “ayes”  have  it;  and' the  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  excused  from  voting. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 


nays  51,  as  follows : 

Anderson 

YEAS— 20 
Dirksen 

Kuchel 

Beall 

Douglas 

Lausche 

Bennett 

Frear 

Martin 

Bridges 

Goldwater 

Morton 

Bush. 

Gruening 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Hickenlooper 

Scott 

Case,  N.J. 

Hruska 

Smith 

Cotton 

Javits 

Williams,  Del. 

Curtis 

Keating 

Aiken 

NAYS— 51 

Hart 

Mundt 

Allott 

Hayden 

Neuberger 

Bartlett 

Hill 

O'Mahoney 

Bible 

Holland 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Randolph 

Carroll 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Russell 

Church 

Jordan 

Sparkman 

Clark 

Kerr 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Langer 

Talmadge 

Dworshak 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Wiley 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J.  * 

Engle 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 21 


Byrd,  Va. 

Capehart 

Carlson. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Dodd 

Fulbright 

Green 


Hartke 

Hennings 

Kefauver 

Kennedy 

Long 

McGee 

Morse 


Moss 

Murray 

Muskle 

Pastore 

Schoeppel 

Smathers 

Symington 


So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  was  rejected. 

During  the  discussion  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  Mi'.  Williams  of  Delaware, 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  mo¬ 
ment?  I  had  an  amendment  which  I 
discussed  yesterday  afternoon  at  con¬ 
siderable  length  with  the  chairman  of 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture.  There  was  an  agreement 
between  us  as  _to  the  form  of  that 
amendment.  If  I  were  permitted  to  offer 
it  now,  I  am  advised  it  would  be  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  as  he  indicated  yesterday. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS ,  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  understand  the  amendment 
has  been  agreed  upon  and  there  is  no 
controversy  about  it.  If  by  unanimous 
consent  my  amendment  could  be  tem¬ 
porarily  laid  aside  and  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  accepted, 
there  would  be  no  objection,  because  I 
understand  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
has  to  leave.  However,  I  would  want  to 
reserve  the  floor. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  would  be 
quite  agreeable.  I  make  that  request, 
Mr.  President,  and  call  up  my  amend¬ 
ment,  identified  as  “6-1-59 — J.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.1  It  is  pro¬ 
posed  on  page  15,  line  24,  kfter  the  word 
“therewith”,  insert  a  comma  and  the 
following:  “including  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  as  amended  September 
2,  1958”. 

On  page  15,  line  25,  strike  out 
“$26,306,600”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$26,426,600”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  O’Mahoney]. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  that  this  interruption 
appear  in  the  Record  following  action 
on  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
contemplated  offering  an  amendment  to 
restore  $100  million  which,  as  a  result 
of  action  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  was  taken  out  of  the  loss  fund  item 
under  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  That  Corporation  was  organized 
in  1933,  and  has  been  functioning  con¬ 
tinuously  during  the  Roosevelt  admin- 
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istration,  during  the  Truman  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  during  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration.  At  one  time,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  was  an 
adjunct  of  the  RFC;  and,  later,  it  was 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  where  it  operates  with  the  per¬ 
sonnel  of  the  Commodity  Stabilization 
Service,  and  handles  price  supports  and 
also  the  disposal  of  surplus  commodities, 
both  at  home  and  abroad.  Under  the 
act  of  1938,  as  amended,  there  is  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  assets  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  are  to  be  surveyed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury.  He  is  to  make 
a  report,  and  if  it  is  found  that  the  net 
worth  of  the  Corporation  is  less  than 
its  capitalization,  namely,  $100  million, 
the  amount  of  capital  impairment  shall 
be  restored  by  a  contribution  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  in  the  amount  of  such  impair¬ 
ment.  That  is  mandatory.  That  is  the 
law. 

Mr.  President,  a  Treasury  appraisal 
was  made  on  June  30,  1958.  That  ap¬ 
praisal  shows  the  loss.  The  ascertained 
actual  loss  was  $1,538,424,413.  As  I 
stated,  that  is  a  realized  loss,  and  that 
was  ascertained  nearly  a  year  ago. 

The  bill  now  before  the  Senate  con¬ 
tains,  not  that  amount,  but  $100  million 
less.  That  amount  was  requested  by  the 
budget.  That  amount  was  determined 
by  the  Treasury.  It  is  not  only  the 
function,  but  it  is  the  duty,  of  Congress 
to  restore  that  loss  and  repair  the  cap¬ 
ital  structure  of  the  Corporation.  If 
it  is  not  done,  it  means  there  will  be 
that  much  less  money  the  Corporation 
will  have  to  carry  on  the  surplus  dis¬ 
posal  program  and  to  carry  on  the 
mandatory  price  support  program.  If 
the  money  is  not  restored,  those  diffi¬ 
culties  are  going  to  fall  upon  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation;  and,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  it  will  sustain  an  interest  loss 
of  $4  million. 

I  have  conferred  with  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee.  He  prefers  that 
what  I  have  suggested  not  be  done,  and 
has  given  me  some  assurances  that  this 
matter  can  be  handled  in  a  supplemen¬ 
tary  appropriation  bill  at  a  later  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  inclined  to 
disturb  the  operations  and  the  work  of 
the  committee,  knowing  the  diligence 
and  the  extraordinary  amount  of  energy 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  al¬ 
ways  devotes  to  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bills.  I  am  inclined,  on  the 
basis  of  those  assurances,  not  to  submit 
my  amendment,  because  if  the  item  is 
handled  in  a  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  it  will  still  be  taken  care  of  in 
time. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  kind  of  personal  references 
of  the  distinguished  minority  leader  and 
the  very  understanding  attitude  he  as¬ 
sumes  with  respect  to  this  item  in  the 
bill.  He  has,  of  course,  correctly  stated 
the  law.  The  losses  incurred  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  must  be 
restored  by  the  Congress  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  law. 

I  regard  the  obligation  of  Congress  to 
restore  the  capital  impairment  as  much 
of  an  obligation  as  the  one  to  meet  the 
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public  indebtedness,  as  evidenced  by 
bonds  and  other  instillments  of  indebt¬ 
edness. 

There  has  been  a  feeling  in  some  quar¬ 
ters  that  the  Department  has  not  made 
as  diligent  an  effort  as  should  have  been 
made  to  dispose  of  Government-owned 
commodities  on  the  world  market  by  sell¬ 
ing  at  competitive  prices.  That  feeling 
led  to  a  reduction  of  $100  million  in  the 
item.  As  a  part  of  the  obligation  of 
Congress,  it  not  only  must  restore  the 
capital  impairment,  but  it  must  make 
good  the  estimated  cost  of  special  activ¬ 
ities.  The  reduction  was  a  total  of  $100 
million,  out  of  a  total  obligation  of  $2,- 
800  million.  The  bill  carries  the  other 
$2,700  million.  It  was  thought  that  if 
the  sale  of  commodities  held  by  the 
Corporation  was  pressed  more  vigorously, 
there  would  be  a  l’eduction  in  the  cost  of 
storage,  interest,  and  handling  charges. 
These  handling  and  other  costs  are  very 
large. 

Certainly,  the  impairment  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Corporation  must  be 
restored.  It  is  an  obligation  of  the  Gov- 
ernment,  and  one  which  Congress  should 
meet.  There  are  reasons  why  I  would 
prefer  to  see  the  matter  deferred  until 
a  supplemental  bill  is  under  censidera- 
tion.  While  the  amount  involved  is  large, 
it  is  not  excessive  when  weighed  against 
the  total  being  earned"  in  the  bill  for 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  It 
could  not  possibly  affect  the  operations 
of  the  Department  until  next  year,  at 
the  very  earliest. 

I  hope  the  Senator  will  not  press  the 
amendment.  After  further  investiga¬ 
tion  into  the  sales  program  to  dispose  of 
commodities  in  the  hands  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  we  can  take 
care  of  it  in  a  deficiency  or  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill.  It  would 
really  be  in  the  nature  of  a  deficiency 
appropriation. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  my 
purpose  in  presenting  the  matter  is  that 
I  believe  in  responsible  action  by  the 
Congress.  Repair  of  the  capital  stock 
loss  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  mandatory,  under  the  law.  It 
has  been  since  1938.  An  appropriation 
bill  may  be  dressed  up  and  made  to 
look  infinitely  better  as  a  result  of  the 
kind  of  action  proposed;  but  it  is  not 
the  right  action,  by  any  means,  and  I 
think  the  case  and  the  record  ought  to 
be  made  in  respect  to  it. 

I  shall  accede  to  the  wishes  of  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on  the 
basis  of  his  assurances.  I  am  confident 
this  amount  will  be  provided  in  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill,  in  due 
course.  I  assume  the  Corporation  can 
get  along  for  that  period  of  time  with¬ 
out  the  $100  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  But  restoration  is 
mandatory,  and  the  amount  will  have  to 
be  paid.  I  assert  that  we  must  be  re¬ 
sponsible  in  our  endeavors  no  less  than 
we  expect  the  executive  agencies  of 
Government  to  be  responsible. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  returned  from  a  trip  across  the 
State  of  Illinois,  from  Chicago  to 


Carthage,  in  the  southwestern  area  of 
the  State.  I  was  tremendously  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  fine  soil,  the  great 
fields,  and  particularly  was  I  impressed 
by  the  numerous  bins  of  wheat  and  corn. 

I  am  wondering,  if  we  have  bought 
all  that  wheat  and  com,  who  owns  the 
bins?  I  am  also  wondering  if  some¬ 
thing  should  not  be  done  to  stop  the 
half-million  dollars  we  pay  each  day  for 
rent.  I  think  the  matter  should  be 
looked  into,  because  if  the  fanner  who 
raises  the  corn  has  paid  for  it,  and  owns 
the  bin  and  is  paid  for  the  storage,  it 
seems  to  me,  as  was  suggested  today, 
the  taxpayer  has  an  interest  in  finding 
out  just  what  the  situation  is. 

I  was  informed  that  the  farmers  are 
getting  30  cents  per  bushel  a  year  in 
storage,  and  that  the  bin  costs  them 
only  40  cents.  So,  practically  in  a  year’s 
time,  the  bin  is  paid  for. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  a  very  grave,  serious,  and  far-reach¬ 
ing  provision  in  the  appropriation  bill, 
on  page  28,  which  incorporates  a  large 
part  of  the  meaning  of  the  so-called 
Williams  amendment  which  was  before 
the  Senate  last  week  in  connection  with 
the  wheat  bill.  This  is  a  provision  to 
limit  the  amount  of  loans  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  can  make 
to  any  borrower  or  producer.  The  limi¬ 
tation  provided  in  the  bill  is  $50,000. 

Mr.  President,  this  proposal  was  pre¬ 
sented  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and,  as  contrasted  with  another 
proposal,  which  I  shall  mention  in  more 
detail,  was  considered.  There  was  a  tie 
vote  as  between  the  two  provisions. 

As  I  say,  the  provision  is  shown  on 
page  28  of  the  bill.  The  counterpro¬ 
posal  or  kindred  proposal  I  wrote  out  in 
the  form  of  an  amendment,  which  is  on 
the  desks  of  Senators,  amendment  “5- 
28-59— F”  to  H.R.  7175. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  in  my  hand  a 
short  address  on  this  subject  prepared 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Pul- 
bright]  who  is  away  on  official  business. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  his  state¬ 
ment  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks  on  this  sub¬ 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gruening  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  oi'dered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  refer¬ 
ring  £gain  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
I  wi§h  to  say  to  the  Senate,  with  all 
deference  to  every  Member,  I  seriously 
doubt  that  more  than  a  very  small  per¬ 
centage  of  the  Senators  have  had  a 
chance  to  study  the  provision  to  which 
I  refer  to  the  extent  necessary  even  to 
begin  to  realize  its  far-reaching  effects 
and  its  implied  implications.  I  know  I 
have  given  it  much  study  and  thought 
for  several  days  and  have  not  begun  to 
get  all  the  pertinent  facts  in  connection 
therewith."  I  have  gotten  enough  to  be 
convinced  that  it  represents  a  total 
change  in  policy  for  almost  the  entire 
agricultural  marketing  system.  That  is 
what  we  have,  a  marketing  system.  This 
provision  would  represent  upsetting  and 
reversing  in  a  major  way  the  price  sup- 
port  program  which  has  been  followed 
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every  year  for  25  consecutive  years.  We 
are  asked  to  do  it,  Mr.  President, 
through  the  back  door,  in  a  way,  as  a 
rider  to  an  appropriation  bill. 

I  think  such  action  would  be  a  grave 
mistake,  with  all  deference  to  everyone 
else  who  might  vote  to  the  contrary. 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  House  bill 
on  the  subject,  and  there  is  a  provision 
in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill.  To 
show  the  division  of  thought,  there  was 
a  tie  vote  in  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee. 

The  provision  which  is  now  in  the  bill 
would  limit  all  loans  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  $50,000.  In  other 
words,  the  loans  could  go  up  to  that 
amount  and  no  more. 

The  version  of  the  same  subject  mat¬ 
ter  which  I  proposed  to  the  appropria¬ 
tions  subcommittee  which  deals  with 
agricultural  matters  would  have  the 
same  effect,  but  would  differ  greatly. 
My  proposal  was  that  no  borrower  could 
leave  more  than  $50,000  worth  of  com¬ 
modities,  or  commodities  combined,  with 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  at 
the  end  of  the  agricultural  mai'keting 
year. 

Stated  in  another  way,  the  farmer 
could  get  loans  for  the  total  amount  of 
his  production,  but  he  could  not  get  a 
nonrecourse  loan  for  any  amount  above 
$50,000. 

I  have  an  illustration  to  give  as  to  how 
the  proposal  would  work.  It  is  some¬ 
what  complicated,  but  this  is  a  very  im¬ 
portant  and  very  far-reaching  matter. 
I  shall  give  my  illustration,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  with  reference  to  cotton  because 
that  is  the  subject  about  which  I  know 
the  most,  but  the  same  principle  would 
apply  to  other  commodities  or  to  any 
combination  of  commodities. 

Under  the  proposal  which  I  presented, 
the  farmer  could  use  the  loan  for  the 
orderly  marketing  of  his  crop  during  the 
marketing  year,  exactly  as  he  does  now, 
and  there  would  be  no  limitation  on  the 
amount  he  could  use.  However,  at  the 
end  of  the  marketing  year  the  value  of  all 
commodities  combined  which  any  farmer 
could  leave  under  loan,  to  be  taken  over 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
would  be  limited  to  $50,000.  For  all  above 
that  the  borrower  would  be  directly  liable 
on  his  note  or  contract,  the  same  as  he 
would  be  liable  to  a  bank.  The  borrower 
would  be  under  obligation  under  the  con¬ 
tract  to  redeem.  If  he  did  not  redeem, 
the  goods  then  would  be  collateral  and 
could  be  sold.  They  would  be  sold.  The 
balance,  if  any,  which  was  due  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  be  a  debt  for  which  the 
fanner  could  be  sued,  and  presumably  he 
would  be  sued.  If  the  farmer  were  a 
large  producer  he  would  be  a  responsible 
man  with  good  judgment.  Furthermore, 
if  he  did  not  pay  what  he  owed  he  would 
be  put  on  the  debt  list,  as  it  is  called, 
which  would  mean  he  would  not  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  any  loan  of  any  amount  at  any 
time  until  his  indebtness  was  discharged, 
and  he  could  not  receive  ACP  payments 
or  any  other  payments  under  the  farm 
program. 

As  to  the  other  $50,000,  which  would 
be  a  nonrecourse  loan,  of  course  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  still  have  the  commodities 
for  which  the  sum  of  money  was 
loaned.  In  such  a  case  the  same 


8800 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  2 


course  would  be  followed  which  is  fol¬ 
lowed  now.  The  products  would  be  avail¬ 
able,  and  the  Government  could  sell  the 
products  for  whatever  price  they  would 
bring,  which  usually  would  be  within  90 
to  95  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  loan, 
but  the  borrower  would  not  be  liable  for  ■ 
the  difference. 

As  to  the  amount  the  borrower  would 
have  to  pay  back,  he  would  have  to  pay 
interest  on  the  money,  carrying  charges, 
insurance,  and  storage. 

Mr.  President,  under  this  plan  there 
would  be  afforded  the  benefit  of  a  com¬ 
plete,  orderly  marketing  act.  If  we  do 
not  have  that,  in  my  humble  opinion  the 
market  will  be  glutted  with  a  great 
quantity  of  agricultural  products  which 
cannot  be  placed  under  loan. 

When  the  commodities  are  marketed, 
as  would  be  true  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
they  will  be  free  commodities  and  will 
seek  a  market  somewhere,  which  will 
run  down  their  price.  That  will  inevit¬ 
ably  happen.  It  is  estimated  by  those 
who  are  in  a  position  to  have  some  idea 
of  the  subject  that  from  2  to  4  million 
bales  of  cotton  each  year  will  not  be 
eligible  for  loan  under  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  we  are  now  considering. 
Therefore,  such  cotton  will  have  to  seek 
sale  or  disposition  somewhere  else  in 
the  fall  of  the  year.  A  few  farmers 
would  be  able  to  hold  the  cotton,  but 
not  many.  That  process  would  tend  to 
run  down  the  market  price. 

Mr.  President,  we  debate  for  weeks  be¬ 
fore  we  willfully  reduce  the  price  of  the 
support  programs  2  cents,  4  cents,  or  5 
cents  a  pound.  In  my  humble  opinion, 
the  provision  in  the  bill — with  refer¬ 
ence  to  cotton,  at  least — would  do  that 
very  thing  as  soon  as  it  went  into  opera¬ 
tion. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  pointed 
out  to  me  today  that  there  are  farms  in 
the  Prairie  Belt  of  his  State  which  have 
as  many  as  100  families  on  one  farm. 
Such  farms  are  going  to  be  cut  off  from 
participating  in  the  marketing  act.  So 
this  provision  does  not  refer  simply  to 
an  individual,  to  the  farmer-owner,  but 
to  the  100  tenant  farmers  who  will  suf¬ 
fer  the  consequences,  whatever  they  may 
be — and  no  one  knows  what  they  will 
be — -as  a  result  of  passage  of  this  bill 
and  the  cutting  off  of  loans  to  farmers 
at  the  $50,000  level.  In  order  to  get  at 
one  so-called  large  producer  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  hit  100  small  producers. 

That  illustrates  that  we  do  not  fully 
realize  the  consequences  of  what  we  are 
doing.  I  believe  this  example  could  be 
multiplied  many  times  in  connection 
with  other  commodities.  I  have  before 
me  a  hastily  prepared  list  of  commodi¬ 
ties  which  would  be  affected  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  limitation.  They  include  basic 
commodities  under  the  present  manda¬ 
tory  supports,  namely,  corn,  cotton, 
wheat,  rice,  tobacco,  peanuts,  and  extra 
long  staple  cotton;  and  so-called  non- 
basic  or  permissive  commodities  such  as 
manufacturing  milk,  and  milk  products, 
chickens,  eggs,  hogs,  butterfat,  turkeys, 
dry  peas,  soybeans,  flaxseed,  tung  nuts, 
honey,  oats,  rye,  barley,  grain  sorghum, 
dry  edible  beans,  cottonseed,  and  crude  • 
pine  gum. 

Excepted  entirely  from  the  provision 
are  commodities  covered  under  special 


acts,  such  as  wool  and  sugar.  I  always 
thought  they,  too,  were  agricultural 
products. 

A  careful  working  out  of  this  problem 
would  certainly  include  some  special  pro¬ 
visions  as  to  wool  and  sugar,  although 
they  are  covered  by  somewhat  different 
programs.  I  use  that  example  as  an¬ 
other  illustration  that  we  are  running  by 
some  red  lights.  We  are  changing  poli¬ 
cies  which  we  have  followed  for  25  years. 
We  are  not  doing  so  by  regular  legisla¬ 
tive  procedure.  No  legislative  committee 
of  the  Senate  has  passed  on  this  question, 
and  no  legislative  committee  of  the  House 
has  passed  on  it  as  yet. 

So  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  learn,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  not  given 
film  advice  on  the  subject  and  placed  on 
the  table  a  statement  of  its  opinion  and 
the  complexities  involved  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  provision.  No  one  has 
attempted  to  analyze  the  problems  con¬ 
nected  with  the  administration  of  this 
far-reaching  provision  in  the  bill.  , 

No  one  has  attempted  to  say  what  the 
effects  would  be  on  the  farm  credit  of  the 
Nation,  or  to  show  how  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration,  the  local  farm  credit 
groups,  the  smalltown  banks,  or  any 
other  agencies,  would  be  affected.  In  my 
opinion  the  provision  would  very  seri¬ 
ously  impair  future  farm  credits.  I 
mean  credits  for  making  the  crops.  I 
am  not  referring  to  credits  for  buying 
land,  building  a  house,  or  building  a  barn. 
I  am  referring  to  the  year-to-year  fi¬ 
nancing  of  the  growing  of  the  crops. 
Cotton  and  all  other  crops  would  be  very 
seriously  affected  by  this  provision  of  the 
bill  as  it  is  now  written. 

Frankly,  I  do  not  believe  there  is  an 
opportunity  to  make  the  issue  clearly 
understood  on  the  floor  of  this  body.  I 
believe  that  those  versed  in  the  program 
from  the  Senate,  from  the  House,  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  from 
businesses  in  the  vast  agricultural  enter¬ 
prise  throughout  the  Nation  should  come 
together  and  give  their  opinions,  ex¬ 
change  ideas,  and  try  to  reach  some  de¬ 
termination  as  to  a  limitation — if  there 
is  to  be  a  limitation — which  will  not 
wreck  the  farm  marketing  program. 

It  is  with  a  sad  heart  that  I  predict 
that  if  this  provision  of  the  bill  is  en¬ 
acted  into  law,  the  farm  marketing  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  wrecked,  in  the  home  of  its 
friends,  because  I  believe  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  membership  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  are  friendly  to  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  do  not  wish  to  punish  it.  We 
are  taking  some  long  shots  in  the  dark 
in  order  to  cut  off  a  few  so-called  large 
producers,  but  we  shall  find  that  we  shall 
be  hitting  the  entire  flock. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  give  the  Senate  any 
further  light  than  I  have  already  given 
in  these  few  words.  I  do  not  know  how 
the  farm  credit  system  and  the  farm 
marketing  program  would  be  affected, 
but  I  know  that  the  credit  system  would 
be  in  jeopardy.  The  entire  marketing 
system  would  be  in  jeopardy.  When  we 
tear  down  the  present  house,  even 
though  it  may  not  be  perfect  who  can 
build  another? 

I  have  a  few  figures  before  me.  It  is 
estimated  that  between  5,000  and  6,000 
farms  will  have  more  than  $50,000  in 
cotton  production  for  1  year.  A  great 


may  of  those,  as  I  have  indicated,  in¬ 
volve  a  large  number  of  so-called  tenant 
farmers  and  their  families.  Other 
farms  and  other  commodities  would  be 
involved,  to  the  extent  of  perhaps  10,000 
or  14,000  in  the  entire  Nation.  Those 
are  strictly  estimates. 

As  I  have  already  said,  between  two 
million  and  four,  million  bales  of  cotton 
are  certain  to  be  floating  around  in  an 
unprotected  market,  or  a  free  market. 
Whatever  the  number  might  be,  it  would 
certainly  be  enough  to  set  the  tone  of 
the  market,  and  I  think  it  would  create 
havoc. 

Someone  asked  me  how  many  bales  of 
cotton  a  $50,000  loan  would  take  care 
of.  Roughly,  the  figure  is  only  about 
300  bales. 

We  come  now  to  the  practical  side  of 
the  problem.  I  do  not  know  where  to 
start  or  where  to  stop  in  explaining  the 
effect  on  the  credit  structure.  I  once 
had  some  experience  as  a  lawyer.  For 
7  years  I  was  on  the  board  of  directors 
of  a  smalltown  bank.  I  know  some¬ 
thing  about  the  problems  of  financing 
small  farms  as  well  as  large  farms.  Un¬ 
til  we  had  the  farm  credit  associations  | 
and  related  programs,  together  with 
some  of  the  so-called  Government  pro¬ 
grams,  the  small  fanner  was  unable  to 
obtain  financial  backing  to  grow  his 
crops.  He  was  absolutely  bankrupt  and 
broke,  with  no  way  of  getting  off  the 
ground.  Certainly  we  do  not  want  to  go 
back  to  those  days. 

I  hope  that  someone  who  knows  more 
about  the  subject  than  I  do  will  have 
an  opportunity,  before  the  bill  becomes 
a  law,  to  study  it  and  improve  the  lan¬ 
guage,  in  the  light  of  its  far-reaching 
effect.  I  am  certain  that  the  Senate 
does  not  intend  today  to  carry  out  the 
harsh  provisions  of  this  particular  lan¬ 
guage. 

We  are  up  against  a  practical  problem. 

It  is  very  difficult,  if  not  almost  impos¬ 
sible,  to  explain  these  questions  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  We  do  not  have  the 
facts.  For  that  reason  I  believe  that  a 
vote  on  this  question  this  afternoon 
would  be  largely  a  vote  in  the  dark.  I  | 
would  rather  see  whatever  is  to  be  done 
accomplished  after  more  deliberation, 
and  with  more  facts  before  us  than  it 
is  possible  to  bring  to  bear  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate. 

I  note  the  presence  in  the  Chamber 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  who  is  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  He 
is  also  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  I  am  not  speaking  for 
him,  of  course,  but  I  know  of  his  deep 
concern,  because  of  what  he  has  said  in 
the  Appropriations  Committee.  I  do 
not  know  whether  he  expects  to  make 
any  remarks  this  afternoon  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  but  I  believe  that  a  word  from  him 
would  be  welcome. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  who  is  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  as 
well  as  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  has  been  greatly  concerned  about 
this  subject. 

I  do  not  intend  to  take  a  great  deal 
of  the  time  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon. 

As  I  say,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  possible 
to  get  the  controlling  facts  before  this 
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body  in  such  a  way  as  to  shed  light  on 
the  program  and  demonstrate  the  pos- 
'  sible  results  of  this  language. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  that  all  of 
us  who  have  any  familiarity  with  the 
farm  problem  are  vitally  concerned 
about  the  possible  effect  of  this  lan¬ 
guage. 

Of  course,  the  Senate  will  recall  that 
a  record  was  made  on  legislation  of  this 
character  during  the  past  10  days.  The 
Senate,  by  a  vote  of  57  to  20,  supported 
the  Williams  amendment,  placing  a 
limitation  of  $35,000  in  connection  with 
loans  when  it  was  acting  on  the  wheat 
bill. 

When  the  bill  which  is  now  before 
the  Senate  was  pending  in  the  other 
body,  a  limitation  in  the  form  of  an 
s  amendment  was  offered  on  the  floor  of 
the  House.  That  amendment  appears 
on  page  28  of  the  bill.  It  provided  for 
a  limitation  of  $50,000. 

As  is  the  case  with  most  floor  amend¬ 
ments,  it  is  not  perfectly  clear  as  to  just 
what  effect  it  would  have.  However,  the 
intention  of  the  authors  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  a  majority  of  the  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  was  clear¬ 
ly  reflected  by  the  debate.  A  motion 
was  made  to  recommit  the  bill  with  in¬ 
structions  to  include  the  amendment 
after  it  had  apparently  lost  earlier  on 
a  standing  vote.  On  a  yea-and-nay  vote 
of  262  to  165,  in  favor  of  recommitting 
with  instructions,  the  amendment  was 
offered  and  added  to  the  bill. 

We  are  therefore  confronted  with  a 
hard,  blunt  fact,  not  a  theory-  We  have 
already  put  into  the  wheat  bill,  on  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  a  limitation  of  $35,000.  The 
House  of  Representatives  has  added  an 
amendment  of  similar  nature  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  dealing  with  the  same 
subject. 

I  voted  against  the  so-called  Williams 
amendment.  I  have  no  apologies  to 
make  for  that  vote.  Whatever  may  be 
the  merits  or  the  demerits  of  our  farm 
program,  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
is  to  change  the  nature  of  the  entire  pro¬ 
gram.  It  changed  it  from  what  had 
been  a  price-support  program,  based  on 
the  theory  that  there  should  be  an  or¬ 
derly  marketing  procedure  so  that  the 
farmer  could  time  the  marketing  of  his 
-  products  in  order  to  sustain  a  high  level 
of  prices,  into  a  subsidy  program  for 
farmers  whose  loans  aggregate  less  than 
$35,000.  This  may  be  all  right  for  the 
$35,000  farmer,  but  it  would  have  a 
serious  impact  on  the  prices  in  the  mar¬ 
ketplace.  It  would  cause  about  65  or  75 
percent  of  the  production  which  comes 
from  the  large  farms  affected  by  limita¬ 
tion  to  be  dumped  on  the  market  at  a 
time  when  it  is  disadvantageous  not  only 
to  the  producers,  but  to  the  processors 
as  well. 

Therefore  I  voted  against  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  opposed  to  this  way  of  leg¬ 
islating.  On  a  matter  involving  such  a 
sweeping  change  of  policy  as  this,  legis¬ 
lation  should  be  passed  only  after 
.  thorough  investigation  and  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  standing  committee  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  matter. 


I  do  not  believe  that  any  man  can 
truthfully  tell  the  Senate  what  the  im¬ 
pact  of  the  provision  referred  to  by  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  will  be  on  what¬ 
ever  is  left  of  agriculture  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  v 

But  we  are  confronted  with  a  condi¬ 
tion,  not  a  theory.  In  recognition  of  that 
fact,  the  subcommittee  undertook  to  re¬ 
write  the  provision.  We  tightened  up  the 
House  amendment  to  a  certain  extent,  al¬ 
though  such  limitations  do  not  meet  with 
my  approval.  However,  some  kind  of 
limitation  was  in  accord  with  the  present 
feeling  of  a  majority  of  the  Members  of 
the  Senate,  irrespective  of  whether  they 
fully  recognized  the  effect  of  their  earlier 
action  on  the  wheat  bill. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  doubt 
that  the  losses  which  have  been  sustained 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
and  the  large  appropriations  which  have 
been  necessary  to  repair  the  losses,  have 
caused  men  who  otherwise  are  reasonable 
and  sane  to  strike  out  blindly  at  the  farm 
program,  because  it  costs  a  great  deal  of 
money.  Unfortunately,  the  victim  of 
this  policy  of  striking  out  blindly  is  the 
farmer.  It  is  not  those  who  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  losses  which  have  been  in¬ 
curred.  However,  as  I  have  said,  we  are 
confronted  with  a  condition.  I  hope  it 
will  not  be  as  injurious  to  the  farmers 
and  indeed  to  the  economy  of  the  country 
as  a  whole  as  I  fear  it  may  be. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Along  the  line 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
is  not  the  most  probable  result  of  the 
proposed  limitation,  insofar  as  cotton  is 
concerned,  that  it  will  break  the  price  of 
cotton  wide  open  all  the  way  from  Sea 
Island,  Ga.,  west  to  the  Imperial  Valley 
in  California,  and  absolutely  wreck  the 
cotton  industry? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  it  will  seriously  affect  it.  Anyone 
of  any  understanding  or  commonsense  at 
all  knows  that  the  pitching  of  3  million 
bales  of  cotton  onto  the  so-called  free 
market  is  bound  to  depress  it.  There  are 
a  great  many  small  farmers  in  our  area 
of  the  country  who  do  not  go  into  loans 
anyway.  They  sell  on  the  open  market, 
and  obtain  almost  what  the  loan  would 
be,  or  virtually  the  same.  The  provision, 
if  wanted,  means  that  the  Government 
will  have  to  take  a  great  deal  more  cotton 
than  ever  before. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  First,  let  me  say  that 
no  one  appreciate^  more  than  I  the  seri¬ 
ousness,  the  conscientiousness,  and  the 
very  real  desire  to  serve  the .  farming 
communities  of  the  Nation  which  always 
motivates  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
in  a  matter  of  this  kind.  I  wish  to  sup¬ 
plement,  if  I  may,  the  remarks  made  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  the  'Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mi1.  Russell]  . 

I  did  not  vote  for  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment  the  other  day  when  it  was  pending 
during  the  consideration  of  the  wheat 
bill.  I  did  not  vote  for  the  substitute 
amendment  to  the  Williams  amendment 
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which  was  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  I  agreed 
completely  that  the  place  to  work  out 
that  kind  of  legislation  was  in  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee.  We  had  striven  to 
bring  forth  something  desirable  in  this 
field,  and  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
always  conscientious  in  his  approach  to 
the  problems  in  the  field  of  agriculture 
and  everywhere  else,  had  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment  somewhat  similar 
to  this  amendment.  It  was  not  adopted 
by  the  committee. 

When  we  reached  consideration  of  the 
House  bill  in  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  it  seemed  to  me  that,  as  stated 
by  the  Senator  from  Georgia,  we  were 
confronted  with  a  very  serious  fact,  not 
a  theory.  We  had  before  us  the  fact  that 
the  House,  notwithstanding  the  opposi¬ 
tion  of  the  leaders  of  its  legislative  com¬ 
mittee,  had  by  a  very  large  vote  placed 
this  rather  carelessly  drawn  provision  in 
the  House  appropriations  bill.  \  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  already  men¬ 
tioned  the  fact  that  that  amendment, 
which  appears  at  lines  8  to  10  on  page. 
28  of  the  bill,  is  very  much  more  serious 
in  its  possible  effects  than  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  comes  to  the  floor  as  a  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  amendment. 

We  were  also  wholly  mindful  of  the 
fact  that  the  Senate  itself,  but  a  few  days 
previously,  had  approved  an  amendment 
a  good  deal  more  limited  than  the  one 
on  the  House  bill. 

Therefore,  speaking  only  as  one  of 
those  who  was  present  on  the  day  the 
subcommittee  amendment  which  now 
appears  in  the  bill  was  formulated — and 
unfortunately  I  could  not  be  present  on 
the  day  to  which  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sippi  has  referred  when  other  alternative 
approaches  were  suggested — we  were 
trying  to  temper  the  House  provision  so  v 
as,  first,  not  to  apply  it  to  this  year’s 
crop.  The  House  provision  apparently 
applies  to  this  year’s  crop.  Surely,  fair 
play  should  dictate  that  agreements  al¬ 
ready  made  and  plana  for  planting  al¬ 
ready  proceeding — and  planting  has  al¬ 
ready  been  made  in  my  State  on  every 
crop  which  comes  under  the  price-sup- 
port  program — should  not  be  interfered 
with,  and  that  any  limitation  placed  in 
the  bill  should  not  apply  to  this  year’s 
crop.  There  was  no  difference  of  opin¬ 
ion  on  that  matter  at  all  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations. 

Second,  we  were  completely  mindful 
of  the  fact  that  other  provisions  of  the 
House  bill  which  are  variant  from  the  so- 
called  Williams  amendment  would  bring 
about  very  great  problems  if  we  went 
into  conference  without  giving  careful 
thought  to  the  formulation  of  an  al¬ 
ternative  proposal  such  as  we  have  in 
the  bill. 

The  alternative  proposal  follows  the 
wording  of  the  Williams  amendment  in 
its  final  form  and  applies  only  to  crops 
of  next  year,  not  this  year.  It  applies 
likewise  in  such  a  way  as  will  be  fair  to 
those  who  market  their  crops  through 
cooperative  marketing  organizations. 
We  tried  to  get  away  from  what  we 
thought  was  the  too  small  limitation 
in  the  Williams  amendment  by  adopting 
the  House  figure  of  $50,000,  but  other¬ 
wise  writing  into  the  bill  the  provisions 
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of  the  last  version  of  the  Williams 
amendment,  to  be  effective  for  the  first 
time  next  year,  and  effective  in  the  way 
that  that  amendment  was  finally 
adopted. 

I  do  not  know  how  we  could  more 
carefully  lay  the  predicate  for  sound 
legislation  in  this  field,  since  we  had 
to  have  such  legislation. 

I  may  say,  as  well,  that  we  were  com¬ 
pletely  mindful  of  the  fact  that  the 
wheat  legislation  was  apparently  lost, 
and  that  apparently  nothing  of  the 
rather  ambitious  program  which  the 
Senate  committee  had  reported,  and  a 
similar  but,  we  thought,  not  so  desir¬ 
able  program  which  the  House  commit¬ 
tee  had  reported,  would  be  enacted.  So 
it  seemed  to  me  that  the  $50,000  limita¬ 
tion  in  this  bill,  applicable  next  year, 
might  do  much  toward  bringing  to  a 
head  the  wheat  problem,  which  is,  by 
all  means,  our  most  serious  problem. 

It  seems  to  me  not  only  that  the 
Senate  committee  has  approached  the 
matter  just  as  cautiously  and  carefully 
as  possible,  but  that  there  may  be  great 
good  to  come  from  the  inclusion  of  the 
amendment  in  connection  with  the 
wheat  program,  to  which  I  have  already 
alluded. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  trying  to  hold  the  floor,  but  I  have 
a  few  more  remarks  I  wish  to  make. 
First,  though,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  over¬ 
looked  stating,  and  I  should  have  told 
the  Senate  earlier,  that  when  this  mat¬ 
ter  was  under  consideration  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  effort  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  to  insert  the 
amendment  he  discussed  earlier  lost  in 
the  committee  by  a  tie  vote.  This  illus¬ 
trates  the  confusion  and  differences  of 
opinion  which  arise  in  dealing  with  such 
a  complex  subject  in  shotgun  fashion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  any¬ 
thing  could  illustrate  more  dramatically 
the  way  in  which  the  committee 
groped  with  proposed  amendments,  all 
offered  in  good  faith,  toward  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  this  problem. 

I  have  not  agreed  with  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation’s  policies  in 
many  respects,  but  many  Senators 
thought  they  were  certainly  worthy  of 
consideration  in  legislative  matters.  I 
assume  all  Senators  have  received  tele¬ 
grams  from  the  president  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  Mr. 
Charles  B.  Shuman,  vigorously  opposing 
this  way  of  imposing  a  ceiling  on  price 
supports. 

He  says,  in  part: 

Such  limitations  deal  with  the  symptom 
of  the  problem  instead  of  the  real  cause  of 
surplus  production.  In  addition,  it  would 
break  faith  with  farmers  who  have  already 
voted  marketing  quotas. 

I  think  that  is  true.  In  some  cases, 
marketing  quotas  have  been  voted  for 
more  than  1  year,  particularly  in  the 
case  of  tobacco.  This  proposal  cer¬ 
tainly  will  deal  directly  with  the  problem. 

The  more  we  study  the  problem  as  we 
proceed,  the  more  difficulties  we  en¬ 
counter  in  legislation  of  this  kind.  Even 
though  we  study  it  most  carefully  I  fear 


that  in  the  absence  of  hearings  it  will 
be  found,  in  the  last  analysis,  our  action 
here  and  again  in  the  conference  with 
the  House,  in  finally  agreeing  on  lan¬ 
guage  dealing  with  this  subject,  that  we 
have  left  somebody  out  or  have  done 
something  which  is  very  damaging  to 
some  segment  of  our  economy. 

Mr..  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  for 
calling  this  amendment  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  and  also  calling  attention 
to  some  of  the  adverse  effects  which  it 
might  have.  — 

I  am  one  who  voted  for  the  amendment 
to  the  agriculture  bill,  first  limiting  to 
135,000  the  amount  of  money  anyone 
could  receive  in  price  supports  for  each 
commodity,  and  then  an  overall  $35,000 
limitation.  I  did  so  because  I  thought 
some  limitation  was  necessary. 

To  legislate  on  an  appropriation  bill, 
as  we  are  now  attempting,  is  quite  a 
different  matter.  I  am  afraid  we  may 
run  into  some  serious  trouble.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  an  attempt  is  now  being  made  to 
exempt  farm  cooperatives.  What  shall 
we  do  about  church  organizations?  In 
my  State,  practically  all  churches  own  a 
considerable  amount  of  land.  We  may 
run  into  serious  trouble  now  between  the 
church  organizations  and  the  tenants 
who  farm  their  land. 

A  loan  on  crops  is  desirable  if  it  is  re¬ 
paid  to  the  Federal  Government.  Let 
me  give  an  example  of  how  marketing 
conditions  in  my  State  have  changed 
over  the  years.  Thirty  years  ago,  when 
we  farmed  with  horses,  it  took  2  or  3 
months  for  the  grain  to  reach  the  mar¬ 
ket.  Now,  with  combines,  tractors,  and 
good  weather,  all  this  grain  is  poured 
onto  the  market  within  2  or  3  weeks. 
It  is  desirable  from  the  point  of  view  of 
operating  a  good  price  support  program 
and  orderly  marketing  that  price  sup¬ 
port  loans  of  any  size  be  permitted  to 
farmers,  if  they  are  repaid;  and  the 
proper  limitation,  from  my  point  of  view, 
would  be  on  the  amount  of  nonrecourse 
loans  which  any  farmer  might  receive. 
That  makes  for  more  orderly  marketing 
than  the  amendment  we  are  discussing 
today. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Agricultural  Appropriations,  also  listen 
to  what  I  am  about  to  say. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  and 
other  Senators  who  have  worked  so  long 
on  this  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 
Not  only  have  they  reported  a  very  good 
bill,  but  they  have  also  succeeded  in  pro¬ 
tecting  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

However,  I  am  advised  by  officials  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  that  the 
present  provision  in  the  Senate  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  limiting  to  $50,000  the 
amount  of  price  support  which  any  per¬ 
son  may  receive  on  all  of  his  1960  pro¬ 
duction,  is  impossible  of  administration 
in  the  case  of  the  dairy  price  support 
program. 


A  dairy  farmer  markets  milk.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  does  not 
purchase  or  make  loans  on  milk.  As  re¬ 
quired  by  law,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  supports  the  price  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  milk  and  butterfat  through  the 
purchases  of  the  products  thereof, 
namely,  butter,  cheese,  and  nonfat  milk 
solids.  These  purchases  are  made  from 
dealers  and  manufacturers  in  carload 
lots.  Milk  as  it  comes  off  the  farm  goes 
into  a  commingled  mass  at  the  receiving 
points  where  it  is  processed.  Only  that 
portion  of  the  processing  plant’s  product 
which  cannot  be  sold  on  the  market  at 
support  prices,  and  is,  therefore,  surplus, 
comes  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  The  identity  of  the  farmers 
whose  milk  came  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  the  form  of  prod¬ 
ucts  is  lost.  Many  small  plants  do  not 
have  carloads  available  for  sale  to  the 
CCC,  but  forward  their  production  to 
assemblers  and  other  handlers  for  sale; 
and  the  assemblers  and  handlers,  when 
they  have  a  surplus  carload,  sell  to  the 
CCC. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  determine  the  amount  of 
price  support  which  has  been  expended 
to  any  particular  farmer  through  the 
purchase  of  dairy  products  under  the 
price  support  program.  It  is  essential, 
therefore,  that  an  exception  to  the  limi¬ 
tation  be  permitted  where  price  support 
is  extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of 
an  agricultural  commodity  from  proces¬ 
sors  and  dealers,  and  there  is  no  prac¬ 
ticable  way  to  apply  such  a  limitation. 

I  had  prepared  an  amendment,  to  be 
inserted  at  the  proper  place,  which  reads 
as  follows: 

The  limitation  herein  shall  not  apply  if 
price  support  is  extended  by  the  purchase  of 
products  of  an  agricultural  commodity  from 
processors,  dealers,  or  cooperatives. 

I  may  add  that  the  same  obstacle  would 
be  encountered  if  an  effort  were  made 
to  support  the  prices  of  pork,  beef,  or 
other  animal  products. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  poultry  products. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  poultry  products. 
I  know  that  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture  Appropriations  did  not  in¬ 
tend  to  discriminate  against  any  par¬ 
ticular  product  or  make  it  impossible  to 
support  any  particular  product  up  to  the 
amount  of  $50,000.  I  am  certain  the 
House  committee  did  not  intend  to  dis¬ 
criminate,  either;  that  this  subject  will 
be  a  legitimate  matter  for  consideration 
by  the  conference ;  and  that  wording  can 
be  found  which  will  accomplish  the  pur¬ 
pose  which  the  committee  intended  to 
serve.  Am  I  correct  in  my  assumption? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  certain  nothing 
could  point  out  more  clearly  the  difficulty 
of  dealing  with  a  matter  of  this  kind,  and 
of  being  fair  to  all  segments  of  our 
variegated  agriclutural  economy,  than 
the  statement  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  just  made. 

Of  course,  there  is  no  intention  to  dis¬ 
criminate  against  producers  of  milk  or 
dairy  products  generally.  Certainly  we 
do  not  want  to  discriminate  against  the 
producers  of  beef,  pork,  or  poultry. 

I  assure  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
that  this  matter  will  be  studied  under  a 
magnifying  glass  before  we  go  to  con- 
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ference.  I  will  endeavor  within  the 
limits  of  my  ability  to  deal  fairly  with 
all  methods  of  supporting  agricultural 
commodities. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  the  intent  of  the 
committee  has  been  made  perfectly 
plain.  The  assurance  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  is  as  good  with  me  as  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  an  amendment,  because  I 
know  that  whatever  inequities  exist  will 
be  corrected  in  conference. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  that  we  shall  endeavor  to 
do  so;  and  I  appreciate  his  calling  our 
attention  to  this  matter  at  this  time. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  remarks. 

As  I  have  said,  I  am  not  trying  to  keep 
the  floor.  I  wish  to  make  a  few  more 
remarks;  and  I  shall  do  so  very  briefly. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  to 
which  I  referred  at  tihe  beginning  of  my 
remarks  is  the  one  which  was  offered  in 
the  Appropriations  Committee.  In  the 
committee,  it  failed  of  adoption,  by  a  tie 
vote.  As  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
stated,  that  happened  on  the  very  day 
after  the  subcommittee  had  written  the 
language  which  now  is  in  the  bill.  So 
that  certainly  shows  that  there  was  not 
great  certainty  about  the  matter  in  the 
minds  of  the  members  of  the  committee, 
as  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  pointed 
out. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  in  connection  with  my  remarks, 
the  text  of  my  amendment  which  is 
identified  as  “5-28-59-F.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Stennis  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  item  (1)  of  the  last  proviso 
in  the  item  “Limitation  on  Administrative 
Expenses,  Commodity  Credit  Corporations”, 
insert  the  following:  “without  providing 
(notwithstanding  section  405  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  as  amended)  for  the  full 
repayment  of  all  amounts  advanced  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $50,000  plus  interest  thereon  in  any 
marketing  years”. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
give  a  brief  illustration,  in  response  to 
some  of  the  criticisms  of  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program. 

The  price-support  program  is  looked 
upon  by  some  as  a  direct  subsidy  to  the 
farmers.  Certainly  that  is  not  true,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  the  Government  takes  title  to 
the  commodities  when  the  loan  period 
has  expired.  For  example,  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  took  title  to  more 
than  2,420,000  bales  of  cotton  as  of  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1958,  at  an  acquired  value  of  $323, 
687,000.  That  transaction  has  been  in¬ 
terpreted  by  the  general  public  as  a  com¬ 
plete  loss  to  the  government.  Of  course, 
Mr.  President,  such  an  interpretation  is 
absurd;  it  is  far  from  accurate,  because 
that  cotton,  which  had  an  acquired  value 
of  $133  a  bale,  had  an  actual  market  value 
on  the  date  when  it  was  taken  over  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  of  only 
a  little  less  than  the  acquired  value.  If 
that  cotton  had  an  average  grade  and 
staple  equivalent  to  Strict  Low  Middling 
1  inch,  the  market  value  on  the  day  when 
it  was  taken  over  would  have  been  $128  a 


bale — or  almost  as  much  as  the  govern¬ 
ment  actually  loaned. 

So,  Mr.  President,  that  illustrates  that 
the  actual  loss  on  that  day,  on  cotton  of 
that  average  grade  and  staple,  amounted 
to  just  a  little  less  than  $5  a  bale,  or,  on 
the  average,  a  little  less  than  1  cent  a 
pound.  So,  after  all,  the  so-called  loss 
was  just  that  small  margin,  rather  than 
the  gross  sum.  That  is  a  perfect  illus¬ 
tration  of  the  orderly  marketing  of  that 
commodity.  If  that  number  of  bales 
were  to  be  turned  loose  on  the  market,  it 
would  be  crushed. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  lay  this  alter¬ 
native  proposal  before  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  before  those  who  will 
follow  the  course  of  this  bill,  as  being  a 
proposal  for  consideration  along  with 
other  points  which  continually  are  aris¬ 
ing  as  this  subject  is  probed  further,  as 
illustrated  by  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  very  complicated  and  highly 
important  question  of  dairying  and 
dafiying  price  supports. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent;  to  have  a  statement  which  I  have 
prepared  on  my  amendment  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Stennis 

This  amendment  modifies  the  amendment 
adopted  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  to  limit  the  volume 
of  commodities  eligible  for  loans.  My 
amendment  retains  the  $50,000  limitation 
and  is  designed  to  restore  the  basic  princi¬ 
ples  of  orderly  marketing  to  the  agricultural 
program.  It  satisfies  the  objectives  of  advo¬ 
cates  of  limitations,  in  that  it  would  protect 
the  Government  against  nonrecourse  loans 
in  excess  of  $50,000. 

This  amendment  is  a  slight  modification 
of  the  price  support  limitation  contained  in 
the  appropriations  bill.  The  $50,000  limita¬ 
tion  would  apply  at  the  end  of  the  market¬ 
ing  season  and  would  prevent  dumping  of 
agricultural  commodities  ineligible  for  loan 
on  the  market  at  the  same  time  small  farm¬ 
ers  are  marketing  their  crop.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  permit  all  producers  to  use  the 
loan  as  an  orderly  marketing  tool  but  would 
limit  the  Government  obligation  at  the  end 
of  the  year  to  $50,000.  Farmers  placing  more 
than  this  amount  into  the  loan  would  be 
required  to  redeem  from  the  Government 
any  amount  over  this  level. 

The  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the 
inability  of  the  Government  to  force  pro¬ 
ducers  to  repay  loans  in  excess  of  $50,000.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  farmers  who  do 
not  comply  would  be  placed  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  debt  list  and  would  not  be  eligible 
for  future  price  support  loans,  Conservation 
reserve  payments,  ACP  payments,  or  other 
Government  benefits,  for  example,  soil  bank 
payments.  This  penalty  certainly  appears 
to  be  adequate  to  enforce  compliance.  In 
addition,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  take  over  the  commodities  in  ques- 
tion'which  would  have  a  value  of  at  least  90 
to  95  percent  of  the  loan  value.  By  sale  of 
thees  commodities,  the  CCC  would  reduce 
possible  Government  losses  to  a  minimum. 
Suit  would  then  be  brought  against  the 
producerto  recover  the  balance. 

The  placing  of  limitations  on  price  sup¬ 
port  loans  without  this  important  safeguard 
would  result  in  untold  damage  to  markets 
and  could  eventually  destroy  our  agricultural 
program.  In  the  case  of  cotton,  the  future 
markets  for  October  1960  has  dropped  $7.15 
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per  bale  since  the  limitation  was  placed  on 
the  House  agriculture  bill  on  May  20.  It 
certainly  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that- 
this  same  condition  and  possibly  even  greater 
reductions  would  apply  to  other  commodities. 

Limitations  could  not  possibly  work  to  the 
advantage  of  anyone — farmers,  manufac¬ 
turers,  distributors,  or  consumers.  They  do 
threaten  to  place  an  element  of  uncertainty 
in  the  market  which  would  reduce  the  mar¬ 
ket  price  to  farmers  at  a  most  critical  time. 
Limitations  will  create  confusion  in  the  mar¬ 
kets,  year  around,  for  both  foods  and  fibers. 
If  we  must  have  limitations,  they  should 
certainly  be  applied  in  such  a  way  as  to  do 
the  least  possible  damage. 

Our  price  support  loan  program  is  looked 
on  by  many  people  as  a  direct  subsidy  to 
farmers.  This  is  certainly  not  true,  as  the 
Government  takes  title  to  the  actual  com¬ 
modity  when  the  loan  period  has  expired. 
For  example,  the  CCC  took  over  2,420,000 
bales  as  of  August  1,  1958,  at  an  acquired 
value  of  $323,687,000.  This  transaction  has 
been  interpreted  by  the  general  public  as  a 
complete  loss  to  the  Government.  This  is 
far  from  accurate,  because  this  cotton  which 
had  an  acquired  value  of  $133  per  bale  had 
an  average  market  value  on  the  date  it  was 
taken  over  by  the  CCC  of  a  little  less  than 
the  acquired  value.  IF  this  cotton  had  an 
average  grade  aiid  staple  equivalent  to  Strict 
Low  Middling  1  inch,  the  market  value  on 
the  day  the  commodity  was  taken  over  would 
have  been  $128,  almost  as  much  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  actually  loaned. 

We  are  dealing  with  a  most  serious  prob¬ 
lem  here.  The  market  for  many  agricultural 
commodities  reacts  violently  to  uncertain 
change  in  supply  and  demand.  The  CCC  loan 
program  has  been  a  great  asset  in  giving  sta¬ 
bility  to  our  market.  If  we  destroy  this 
basic  concept  of  orderly  marketing,  we  have 
destroyed  the  heart  of  the  agticultural  price 
support  system.  To  place  limitations  on 
price  supports  without  safeguards  provided 
in  my  amendment  to  prevent  an  undeter¬ 
mined  amount  of  ineligible  commodities  to 
be  dumped  on  the  market  at  one  time,  would 
create  a  grave  uncertainly  which  would 
seriously  effect  all  of  agriculture. 

There  is  one  other  point  that  should  be 
given  serious  consideration.  Aside  from  the 
direct  effects  of  loan  limitations  on  farm 
income  and  commodity  markets,  the  disrup¬ 
tion  of  orderly  marketing  will  have  a  decided 
impact  on  farm  credit  agencies  and  organi¬ 
zations,  both  public  and  private.  Agricul¬ 
ture  today  is  undergoing  drastic  change. 
Capital  investments  on  farms  are  at  a  record 
level.  Production  costs  have  been  steadily 
going  up.  Risks  are  greater  than  at  any  time 
in  history.  The  disruption  of  orderly  mar¬ 
keting  will  threaten  the  very  foundation  of 
the  agricultural  credit  system  in  this  country. 

If  there  is  any  one  segment  of  our  economy 
which  needs  stability  and  improved  income, 
it  is  our  farmers.  My  amendment  is  not 
giving  our  farmers  anything,  it  is  merely 
protecting  them  from  what  could  develop 
into  a  most  tragic  situation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  gladly  yield  the  floor. 

Exhibit  1 

Statement  by  Senator  Fulbright  on  Limita- 
'  tion  of  Price  Support  Loans 

The  proposed  $50,000  limitation  on  price 
support  loans  is  unwise  and  unjust.  It  ap¬ 
pears  that  the  proponents  of  this  limitation 
are  not  familiar  with  the  objectives  or  the 
operation  of  our  price  support  system. 

The  CCC  commodity  loan  program  is  de¬ 
signed  to  enable  farmers  to  market  their 
crops  in  an  orderly  manner.  Prior  to  the 
beginning  of  the  loan  program  farmers  were 
at  the  mercy  of  the  market.  Most  farmers 
found  it  necessary  to  sell  their  crops  im¬ 
mediately  after  harvesting  in  order  to  pay 
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off  production  debts.  In  effect,  a  very  large 
percentage  of  tbe  crop  was  dumped  on  the 
market  in  a  short  period,  with  a  consequent 
effect  on  the  market  price.  Few  farmers 
could  afford  to  store  their  crops  until  the 
market  price  became  more  favorable.  The 
commodity  loan  program  was  initiated  to 
smooth  out  the  gyrations  of  the  supply  and 
demand  curves  and  allow  a  farmer  to  sell 
his  crops  at  any  time  during  the  marketing 
year.  The  farmer  is  no  longer  required  to 
sell  his  crop  at  harvest  time,  but  may  place 
it  under  Government  loan  and  withdraw  it 
at  a  time  when  the  market  price  is  more 
favorable.  The  loan  program  has  become 
an  essential  factor  in  our  agricultural  mar¬ 
keting  operation. 

There  is  a  widespread  misconception  about, 
the  mechanics  of  the  loan  program.  The 
public  has  been  led  to  believe  that  farmers 
have  a  direct  pipeline  to  the  treasury  and 
receive  liberal  Government  handouts. 

Much  of  the  recent  publicity  which  the 
loan  program  has  received  furthers  this  mis¬ 
conception.  It  is  essential  to  remember  that 
this  is  a  loan  program  and  not  a  direct  sub¬ 
sidy.  The  farmer  puts  up  collateral  for  his 
loan  in  the  same  manner  as  one  who  borrows 
from  a  bank.  If  the  loan  is  not  repaid  the 
Government  takes  title  to  the  commodity. 
The  farmer  may  at  any  time  during  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  repay  his  loan,  plus  interest  and 
storage  costs,  and  sell  the  crop  on  the  mar¬ 
ket.  Little  attention  is  given  to  the  fact 
that  many  of  the  loans  are  repaid.  The  op¬ 
ponents  of  the  price  support  program  con¬ 
centrate  solely  on  the  loans  made.  It  is  also 
true  that,  even  where  a  loan  is  not  repaid, 
the  Government  can  sell  the  crop  put  up  as 
collateral  and  minimize  its  loss.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  the  cost  figures  for  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  are  unusually  susceptible  to  distortion 
and  misleading  interpretations. 

I  oppose  the  proposed  limitation.  It  would 
violate  the  basic  principle  of  the  CCC  loan 
program.  If  the  limitation  is  approved  it 
will  result  in  many  large  producers  being 
forced  to  sell  their  crops  at  harvest  rather 
than  permitting  them  to  be  marketed  in  an 
orderly  manner.  The  dumping  of  large 
quantities  of  a  commodity  on  the  market 
in  a  short  period  of  time  could  have  a  dis¬ 
astrous  effect  on  market  prices.  It  is  likely 
that  such  a  decline  would  result  in  farmers 
putting  much  more  of  their  crops  under 
loan  'than  before  with  a  consequent  effect 
on  the  cost  of  the  price  support  program. 
As  a  practical  matter,  most  smaller  farmers 
sell  on  the  market  rather  than  put  their 
crop  under  loan.  The  larger  operators  use 
the  loan  program  more  extensively  because 
their  marketing  operations  must  be  more 
closely  geared  to  insuring  an  orderly,  smooth 
flow  in  the  marketing  system.  If  the  $50,000 
limitation  is  imposed,  the  small  farmer  will 
put  his  crop  under  loan  rather  than  sell  on 
a  distressed  market.  The  CCC  handling 
costs  will  rise  sharply  due  to  the  greatly 
increased  volume  of  small  loans.  This  limi¬ 
tation  will  hurt,  not  help,  the  small  farmer. 
All  farmers,  and  especially  the  smaller  ones, 
will  suffer  from  the  destructive  effects  of  this 
limitation  on  the  present  marketing  system. 

The  proposed  limitation  would  deprive 
farmers  of  benefits  which  he  is  rightly  due 
from  his  participation  in  the  farm  program. 
The  Government  has  encouraged  all  farmers 
to^cooperate  in  reducing  production  and  in 
return  for  this  cooperation  has  offered  the 
advantages  of  the  CCC  loan  program.  The 
large  farmer  is  subject  to  the  same  acreage 
and  other  restrictions  as  the  small  one  but 
the  proposed  limitation  would  deny  him  the 
right  to  participate  in  the  benefits  promised 
by  the  Government.  Instead  of  being  re¬ 
warded  for  his  cooperation,  he  will  be  pena¬ 
lized.  Surely  this  is  not  in  keeping  with 
our  traditional  principles  of  justice  and  fair 
play.  s 

I  want  to  point  out  that  this  limitation 
applies  to  the  gross  value  of  the  crop  placed 


under  loan.  Out  of  a  $50,000  loan  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  that  the  farmer  would  receive  little 
if  any  net  income.  Production  costs  or  crop 
losses  may-  be  so  severe  that  the  farmer  will 
realize  no  net  income  from  the  crop  placed 
under  loan.  I  fear  that  the  public  has  been 
led  to  believe  that  commodity  loans  are  all 
profit  to  the  farmer. 

I  am  aware  of  the  popular  appeal  of  this 
proposed  limitation.  However,  I  think  that 
if  the  public  could  be  made  aware  of  the 
grave  consequences  of  such  a  limitation  the 
picture  would  be  quite  different.  The  limita¬ 
tion  would  disrupt  the  marketing  system 
with  harmful  effects  to  both  large  and  small 
farmers  as  well  as  agricultural  processors. 
It  would  also  increase  the  costs  of*  admin¬ 
istering  the  loan  program  and  in  the  end  cost 
the  taxpayers  more  than  the  present  system. 
And  it  would  violate  a  moral  obligation 
which  our  Government  owes  the  farmer  for 
his  participation  in  the  farm  program. 

I  urge  all  Senators  to  study  this  question 
carefully.  There  is  far  more  to  this  proposal 
than  would  appear  on  the  surface.  I  hope 
that  the  limitation  will  be  removed  from 
the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not  my  purpose  to  detain  the  Senate  for 
any  great  length  of  time.  I  covered 
thoroughly  the  subject  of  price  support 
limitations  when  the  Senate  considered 
the  wheat  bill  last  week. 

I  regret  very  much  that  some  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  are  trying  more  or 
less  to  legislate  on  agricultural  problems 
without  knowing  the  consequences  which 
may  ensue  from  such  legislation. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind 
that  all  such  talk  has  originated  from 
various  misleading  statements  which 
have  been  made  by  the  press,  as  well 
as  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

No  doubt  the  trouble  started  when  the 
conservation  reserve  and  the  acreage  re¬ 
serve  programs  were  placed  on  the  stat¬ 
ute  books.  Some  of  us1  were  very  doubt¬ 
ful  of  the  results  which  would  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  so-called  soil  bank.  I 
voted — very  reluctantly — for  it.  Mr. 
Benson  made  a  very  impressive  witness 
when  he  appeared  before  the  committee 
and  advocated  the  soil  bank  proposal. 
But,  Mr.  President,  in  the  final  analysis, 
all  of  the  misrepresentation  of  the  farm 
program  came  about  because  of  the  soil 
bank  program.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
many  large  operators  obtained  substan¬ 
tial  payments  for  not  planting  crops. 
That  gave  the  farm  program  a  black 
eye — so  much  so  that  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  we  now  have  on  the  statute  books 
may  be  compared  with  the  one  which  I 
have  just  now  been  discussing — that  is 
to  say,  the  soil  bank  program.  They  for¬ 
get  that  the  program  now  on  the  stajtute 
books  is  primarily  a  stabilizer  of  prices 
of  agricultural  commodities,  and  nothing 
else;  no  direct  payments  are  made  to 
farmers. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  StennisI 
has  so  ably  pointed  ofit,  the  purpose  of 
the  present  program  is  to  provide  for  the 
orderly  marketing  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  As  I  pointed  out  the  other  day 
when  the  Senate  was  considering  the 
wheat  bill,  there  is  no  doubt  in  my  own 
mind  that  if  the  larger  growers,  many  of 
whom  can  produce  much  more  cheaply 
than  the  smaller  growers,  were  to  dump 
cotton,  let  us  say,  or  any  other  agri¬ 


cultural  commodity  on  the  market,  such 
dumping  would  have  the  effect  of  de¬ 
pressing  the  prices  to  a  considerable  ex¬ 
tent.  As  a  result,  many  of  the  small 
farmers,  who  now  do  not  take  advantage 
of  the  loan  program,  but,  instead,  sell 
in  the  open  market,  would  be  forced  to 
resort  to  the  loan  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  before  me  a  pre¬ 
pared  statement  which  covers  most  of 
the  points  which  were  raised  this  after¬ 
noon  during  the  debate.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Statement  by  Senator  Ellender 

At  the  outset  I  would  like  to  do  nothing 
better  than  to  cast  my  vote-  In  favor  of 
legislation  which  would  reduce  the  cost  of 
the  price  support  program,  reduce  Govern¬ 
ment  holdings  of  commodities,  and  enhance 
farm  prices.  In  my  judgment,  however,  the 
language  the  Senate  is  called  upon  to  con¬ 
sider  will  do  none  of  these  things. 

As  a  practical  matter,  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  any  way  of  telling  just  what  this  language 
will  do,  except  that  if  approved,  it  may  well 
destroy  the  present  farm  price  program,  in¬ 
crease  Government  costs,  and  injure  those 
whom  it  professes  to  assist,  namely,  the  small 
farmer. 

During  Senate  debate  on  the  wheat  bill,  a 
week  or  so  ago,  a  similar  amendment,  limit¬ 
ing  price  supports  to  $35,000,  was  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  , 
Senators  who  were  on  the  floor  during  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Williams’  amendment  may 
recall  the  debate  that  ensued.  The  specter 
of  rising  costs  of  the  farm  program  was 
hauled  out,  set  up  as  a  gigantic  strawman, 
and  rhetorically  flogged  to  pieces. 

Aside  from  providing  a  few  Senators  with 
an  opportunity  for  oratory,  that  debate  also 
provided  an  opportunity  for  some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  display  what,  in  my  opinion,  is 
an  abysmal  lack  of  knowledge  about  the 
concept  and  mechanics  of  the  present  farm 
program. 

Our  farm  program  today  is  not  a  program 
of  direct  payments.  If  the  Government  were 
annually  mailing  a  check  for  huge  sums 
to  some  farmers,  then  a  limitation  such  as 
that  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  a  limitation  similar  to  that  in  the 
bill  before  us  today  may  be  justified. 

But  the  price  support  program  now  on 
the  statute  books  is  not  such  a  program. 
It  does  not  involve  cash  subsidies.  It  is 
just  what  the  name  implies,  a  price  support 
program — a  marketing  stabilization  device — 
a  means  whereby  market  prices  are  stabi¬ 
lized.  Let  me  repeat,  it  is  not  a  direct 
subsidy. 

There  are  a  few  Senators  here  today  who 
may  recall  the  genesis  of  the  present  pro¬ 
gram.  Prior  to  its  enactment,  farmers -were 
plagued  with  seasonally  low  prices.  As  crops 
were  harvested,  huge  amounts  were  dumped 
on  the  market  at  about  the  same  time. 
Prices  were  forced  down,  and  because  farm¬ 
ers  had  no  place  to  put  their  commodities 
other  than  the  market,  a  vicious  circle  be¬ 
gan.  As  more  crops  moved  to  harvest,  prices 
fell  further  and  by  the  time  the  bulk  of  the 
croips  were  harvested,  there  were,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  no  markets  at  all. 

To  correct  this  situation,  the  Congress 
enacted  a  marketing  stabilization  program. 
We  provided  a  means  whereby  farmers 
would  not  be  compelled  to  move  their  crops 
directly  from  the  field  into  the  marketplace. 
Instead,  we  offered  an  alternative.  Instead, 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
farmers  were  permitted  to  borrow  a  sum  of 
money,  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  parity, 
and  pledged  their  crops  as  collateral.  The 
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theory  behind  the  program  was  very  sim¬ 
ple.  Instead  of  forcing  all  crops  into  the 
marketplace  at  the  same  time,  farmers  were 
offered  a  place  to  put  those  crops,  until  such 
time  as  market  prices  recovered  from  har¬ 
vesttime  gluts.  As  prices  rose,  farmers 
could  redeem  their  crops  by  repaying  the 
amount  of  their  loan,  plus  interest  and 
carrying  charges.  The  crops  so  redeemed 
could  then  be  sold  on  a  stable  market. 

The  availability  of  such  price  supports 
were  and  still  are  made  subject  to  certain 
restrictions,,  however.  In  order  to  be  eligi¬ 
ble  for  price  support  loans,  at  least  two- 
thirds  of  the  farmers  involved  must  agree, 
in  a  nationwide  referendum  to  accept  acre¬ 
age  restrictions,  when  found  to  be  necessary 
in  the  light  of  estimated  consumption,  and 
carryovers  from  previous  crops,  among  other 
things. 

It  is  true,  and  I  am  the  first  to  admit  it, 
that  the  program  has  not  worked  well  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  few  years.  Vastly  increased 
production,  made  possible  by  ideal  weather 
conditions  and  our  technological  advances 
in  agriculture,  has  outstripped  markets.  De¬ 
spite  acreage  limitations,  imposed  as  a  con¬ 
dition  precedent  to  obtaining  price  support 
loans,  production  has  exceeded  domestic  and 
foreign  requirements.  Crops  placed  under 
loan  have  not  been  totally  redeemed.  In¬ 
stead,  some  of  the  crops  pledged  as  collateral 
have  been  taken  over  by  the  Government  for 
nonpayment  of  loans,  just  as  any  Render 
seizes  the  collateral  pledged  as  security  for 
a  loan  when  the  borrower  defaults  in  pay¬ 
ment. 

But  the  fact  remains  that  the  present  price 
support  program  is  basically  a  market- 
stabilization  device,  not  a  direct  payment  or 
subsidy.  By  adopting  limitations  such  as 
that  proposed  in  the  pending  bill,  limita¬ 
tions  which  might  have  some  place  in  a 
direct  subsidy  program,  we  will,  I  fear,  de¬ 
stroy  completely  not  only  the  concept,  but 
the  effectiveness,  of  the  present  price  sup¬ 
port  program. 

It  is  attractive  politically  to  flay  the  large 
producers,  but  merely  lambasting  them, 
punishing  them,  does  not  make  them  cease 
to  exist.  They  remain,  whether  some  Sen¬ 
ators  like  it  or  not,  and  once  it  is  recognized 
that  they  remain,  then  any  solution  to  the 
farm  problem  must  take  them  into  account. 

Limiting  price  support  to  farmers  who 
produce,  in  the  aggregate,  less  than  $50,000 
of  price  supported  crops,  is  not  going  to 
solve  anything.  On  the  contrary,  it  may 
well  aggravate  our  problems. 

The  record  shows  that  about  one-third  of 
our  farm  production  originates  on  large, 
often  corporate,  farms. 

By  denying  large  producers  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  put  their  crops  under  loan,  such  pro¬ 
ducers  will  be  compelled  to  dump  their  crops 
on  the  market.  In  other  words,  it  is  highly 
possible  that  one-third  of  our  farm  produc¬ 
tion,  if  not  more,  will  float  around,  dangle 
over  the  market,  and  adversely  affect  prices. 
Because  the  total  production  from  large 
farms  is  so  vast,  market  prices  may  well  be 
'urther  depressed,  if  this  limitation  is 
enacted,  further  widening  the  gap  between 
the  support  price  and  the  market  price. 
Thus,  when  the  time  comes  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  dispose  of  surpluses  taken  over  as  a 
result  of  loans,  the  losses  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  may  actually  be  in¬ 
creased,  instead  of  reduced. 

Yet,  are  not  large  CCC  losses  cited  as  a 
reason  for  needing  this  limitation? 

Of  course,  there  is  an  alternative.  In¬ 
stead  of  selling  the  crops  it  takes  over  under 
the  loan  program,  and  thereby  incurring 
losses,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
could  hold  stored  crops.  Of  course,  this 
would  mean  increased  storage  costs — and  an¬ 
other  rise  in  the  already  enormous  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  inventory. 

Yet,  is  not  the  magnitude  of  this  inventory 
one  of  the  other  arguments  advanced  by 


those  who  urge  the  limitation  of  price  sup¬ 
port  loans? 

It  strikes  me  that  Instead  of  going  off 
halfcocked,  instead  of  attempting  to,  in 
effect,  write  basic  farm  legislation  through 
the  dubious  means  of  a  cleverly  drafted 
limitation  amendment  to  an  appropriations 
bill,  the  interest  of  all  concerned — farmer, 
consumer,  taxpayer,  the  Government — would 
be  better  served  if  we  withheld  action  until 
at  least  we  had  some  inkling  of  what  the 
language  in  question  would  do. 

Let  me  state  at  this  tima  that  the  staff 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  has  already  sought  a  prediction  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  to  just 
what  adoption  of  language  similar  to  that 
proposed  would  mean  in  the  way  of  pro¬ 
duction,  Government  costs,  and  farm  in¬ 
come,  among  other  factors.  I  am  informed 
by  the  staff  that  the  Department  would  not 
be  able  to  provide  such  an  analysis  for  an¬ 
other  30  to  60  days. 

In  other  words,  we  are  being  asked  to  buy 
a  pig  in  a  poke.  We  are  being  stampeded,  it 
seems  to  me,  into  voting  on  something  which 
the  slick  magazines  and  a  few  newspapers 
have  demanded  through  the  use  of  untrue 
statements,  juggled  figures,  and,  I  must  add, 
an  attitude  confounded  and  compounded  of 
inaccuracies,  and  nurtured  by  a  lack  of  un¬ 
derstanding  of  how  the  fariq  price  support 
program  works. 

I,  for  one,  am  not  going  to  participate  in  a 
blood  offering  on  the  altar  of  journalistic 
demagoguery.  Furthermore,  I  believe  the 
Senate  is  entitled  to  know  just  what  the 
amendment  will  do  before  we  vote  on  it,  and 
there  are  quite  a  few  questions  remaining 
to  be  answered. 

For  example,  what  is  going  to  happen  to 
market  prices  if  this  limitation  is  placed  in 
effect.  In  my  judgment,  they  are  going  to 
be  further  depressed,  since  the  larger  pro¬ 
ducers  will  be  compelled  to  dump  the  bulk 
of  their  output  on  the  market  at  harvest 
time,  just  as  was  the  case  in  the  late  1920’s 
and  early  1930’s,  before  a  price  stabilization 
program  was  provided. 

If  this  occurs,  what  is  going  to  happen 
to  the  very  small  producers?  Let  me  tell 
Senators  right  now  that  there  are  quite  a 
few  small  farmers  who  today  do  not  avail 
themselves  of  the  price-support  program’s 
loan  feature.  Instead,  because  they  need 
cash  immediately  in  order  to  pay  their  bills, 
they  sell  their  crops  f.o.b.  the  field,  you 
might  say — directly  into  the  market.  They 
have  received  protection  in  the  past  because 
the  price-support  program  stabilized  the  en¬ 
tire  market,  but  if  this  stabilization  effect 
is  removed,  as  I  fear  it  will  be  if  the  limita¬ 
tion  is  adopted,  then  the  small  farmers  will 
have  no  choice  except  to  either  accept  lower 
prices,  with  lower  income,  or  put  their  crops 
under  loan. 

Under  the  first  alternative,  they  are  bound 
to  suffer.  Under  the  second,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  going  to  actually  end  up  taking  over 
the  same  amount  or  even  more  crops  at  the 
end  of  the  year. 

What  about  milk  producers?  ■ 

In  the  case  of  dairy  products,  the  Federal 
Government  purchases  milk  products,  such 
as  cheese  and  butter,  as  a  part  of  its  price- 
support  program.  The  Government  deals 
directly  with  the  processor,  however,  rather 
than  the  producer.  Under  these  conditions, 
how  will  it  be  possible  for  a  $50,000  limita¬ 
tion  to  be  put  on  each  farmer? 

In  addition,  I  remind  Senators  that  the 
limitation  in  the  bill  would  not  limit  farm¬ 
ers  to  placing  a  maximum  of  $50,000  per 
crop  under  loan.  Instead,  they  could  not 
receive  price-support  loans  In  excess  of 
$50,000,  no  matter  how  many  price-sup¬ 
ported  crops  they  might  produce.  What  is 
the  farmer  who  produces  two,  or  three,  or 
more  price-supported  crops  going  to  do? 
How  much  of  each  is  he  going  to  put  under 
loan? 


In  addition,  can  Senators  imagine  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  difficulties  involved  in  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  this  kind?  A  farmer  who  pro¬ 
duces  both  cotton  and  rice,  for  example,  is 
going  to  be  limited  to  $50,000  on  both — not 
on  each,  but  on  both.  This  means  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  going  to  have 
to  keep  a  complete  set  of  books  not  only  on 
individual  farmers,  but  on  each  crop  pro¬ 
duced  by  each  individual  farmer.  Talk 
about  bureaucracy.  This  limitation,  if  en¬ 
acted,  may  well  create  the  biggest  agricul¬ 
tural  bureaucracy  our  country  has  ever  seen. 

It  seems  obvious  to  me  that  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  this  limitation  have  not  considered 
what  it  involves.  The  limitation  does  not 
eliminate  restrictions  on  planting  insofar  as 
farmers  producing  more  than  $50,000  of  price 
supported  crops  are  concerned.  Large  farm¬ 
ers  would  still  be  subject  to  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas.  Yet,  even 
while  subjected  to  the  limitations  of  a  price 
support  program,  these  producers  are  being 
denied,  in  large  part,  its  benefits.  If  pro¬ 
ponents  of  such  limitations  want  to  be  fair, 
they  should  be  willing  to  remove  acreage 
limitations  on  that  part  of  a  farmer’s  pro¬ 
duction  which  is  not  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
port. 

This  would  be  the  democratic  way,  it  seems 
to  me. 

During  recent  weeks,  many  Senators  have 
received  quite  a  few  letters  about  Farmer 
Yankus,  who  was  penalized  becaused  he  pro¬ 
duced  more  wheat  than  the  law  allowed  him, 
despite  the  fact  that  none  of  that  wheat  re¬ 
ceived  price  support.  The  gist  of  the  com¬ 
plaints  I  received,  and  I  assume  the  mail 
received  by  other  Senators  was  similar  to 
mine,,  was  the  injustice  of  requiring  a  farmer 
to  abide  by  restrictions  without  according 
him  the  benefits  of  price  support. 

Yet,  isn’t  that  what  proponents  of  this 
legislation  want  to  do  on  an  increased  scale? 

It  just  does  not  make  sense. 

Last  week,  during  debate  on  the  wheat  bill, 
reference  was  made  to  the  Delta  Pine  &  Land 
Co.  It  was  stated  that  not  only  did  this 
large,  corporate,  operation  receive  a  large 
price  support  loan,  but  that,  in  addition. 
Delta  Pine  was  a  foreign-owned  corporation. 

I  do  not  intend  to  plead  the  cause  of  Delta 
Pine  and  Land,  but  I  do  believe  Senators 
should  consider  what  the  implications  of  de¬ 
bate  last  week  on  that  company  may  involve. 

Laying  aside  the  fact  that  Delta  Pine  re¬ 
paid  all  of  its  price  support  loan,  plus  in¬ 
terest  and  handling  charges,  it  nevertheless 
strikes  me  that  if  the  Congress  is  going  to 
begin  limiting  price  support  benefits  on  the 
basis  of  nationality,  then  it  should  realize 
what  the  logical  result  of  such  action  may  be. 

Just  recently,  Mr.  Fidel  Castro,  in  Cuba, 
announced  the  promulgation  of  laws  which 
would  have  the  effect  of  squeezing  out  for¬ 
eign-owned  sugar-producing  companies  in 
that  island  republic.  If  the  Congress  wants 
to  pull  a  Castro,  that  is  its  business,  but  L 
for  one,  am  not  about  to  participate  in  it. 

If  Senators  want  to  vote  against  assist¬ 
ance  to  foreign-owned  or  foreign-controlled 
industries,  then  I  urge  them  to  join  me  in 
voting  against  the  foreign  aid  program. 

I  feel  very  deeply  about  this  matter.  I  do 
not  mean  to  endorse  the  faults  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  farm  program,  nor  do  I  mean  to  leave 
any  implication  that  I  believe  the  costs  of 
that  program  cannot  be  reduced. 

I  do  believe,  however,  that  the  Senate 
should  stop  and  think,  that  we  are  entitled 
to,  and  should  have,  all  the  -facts  before 
writing  into  law  a  restriction  which  I  fear 
will  not  only  prove  unworkable^  but  may 
actually  convert  the  present  price  support 
program  into  an  outright  Federal  dole — 
something  which  I  do  not  believe  farmers, 
consumers,  or  the  taxpayers  as  a  whole, 
want. 

In  addition  to  all  I  have  already  stated,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  limitation  theory,  as  it 
appears  before  the  Senate  today,  is  unfair  to 
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agriculture  as  a  whole.  Why  should  one 
segment  of  our  economy — and  let  us  re¬ 
member  that  it  is  the  segment  that  supplies 
our  food  and  fiber — components  necessary 
not  only  for  human  life,  but  much  of  in¬ 
dustry,  as  well— be  curtailed  and  every  other 
segment  entitled  to  unlimited  protection  of 
the  Federal  Government? 

If  we  are  to  be  fair,  then  why  not  limit 
the  $9  million  deficiency  incurred  by  the 
Post  Office  in  the  delivering  and  handling  of 
Life  magazine  to  $50,000  per  year? 

Why  not  limit  mail  subsidies  paid  railroad 
and  airline  companies  to  $50,000? 

If  this  theory  is  to  prevail,  then  should 
not  the  subsidies  on  Federal  aid  to  the  mari¬ 
time  industry  be  limited  to  $50,000? 

By  the  same  token,  perhaps  profits  on  de¬ 
fense  contracts  for  the  production  of  air¬ 
craft,  missiles,  and  the  like,  should  be 
limited  to  $50,000,  too. 

Why  should  the  Senate  single  out  the 
brow  of  American  agriculture  as  the  sole 
recipient  of  a  crown  of  economic  thorns? 

In  summary  let  me  emphasize  three 
points : 

First,  this  limitation  will  not  reduce  the 
cost  of  the  farm  program  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  On  the  contrary,  it  may  actually  in¬ 
crease  such  costs;  it  will  certainly  increase 
administrative  costs. 

Second,  it  will  not  reduce  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  inventories.  Instead,  as 
the  difference  between  market  prices  and 
loan  values  is  increased.  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  will  be  faced  with  the  alterna¬ 
tive  of  either  selling  its  holdings  at  reduced 
prices,  thus  increasing  CCC  losses,  or  con¬ 
tinuing  to  store  such  holdings^  with  an 
accompanying  increase  in  storage  costs  and 
the  value  of  CCC  inventories. 

Third,  while  purporting  to, safeguard  farm 
Income,  it  may  actually  further  reduce  such 
income,  by  deriving  market  prices  down¬ 
ward,  under  the  pressure  of  large  producer 
dumping,  once  the  availability  of  price  sup¬ 
port  loans  to  such  producers  is  removed. 

The  proposition  to  limit  price  supports  is 
politically  appealing.  I  wish  it  were  pos¬ 
sible  for  me  to  ignore  my  convictions,  forget 
the  damage  this  amendemnt  would  do,  and 
support  it.  It  would  certainly  ease  the  task 
of  answering  my  mail. 

But  I  have  done  my  best  to  be  objective 
concerning  all  matters  upon  which  I  must 
cast  my  vote,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  this 
issue  should  be  an  exception. 

I  plead  only  that  others  “go  and  do  like¬ 
wise.” 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  does  the  Senator  want  to 
speak  on  an  amendment  which  is  pend¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  COOPER.  No. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Jordan  in  the  chair).  The  Chair 
wishes  to  inform  the  Senator  that  there 
is  no  amendment  pending. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  if  I  have  the  floor.  A  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  first.  Is  there  an 
amendment  pending? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  no  amendment  pending. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  identified  as  “6-1- 
59-K.”  —  > 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed  on 
page  17,  line  16,  after  the  parenthesis 
and  comma,  to  strike  out  “$3,518,300”, 
and  insert  “$4,268,300.” 


On  page  18,  line  3  after  the  word  “off’ 
It  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$1,310,000” 
and  insert  “$560,000.” 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  mod¬ 
ify  my  amendment  as  follows : 

On  page  17,  line  16,  strike  out  the 
the  figure  “$3,518,300,”  and  insert  in 
its  place  the  figure  “$3,668,300.” 

On  page  18,  line  3,  strike  out  the  fig¬ 
ure  $1,310,000,”  and  insert  in  its  place 
the  figure  “$1,160,000.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  the  right  to  modify  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  I  have  discussed  my  amendment  with 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  in 
charge  of  the  bill,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell].  It  concerns 
itself  with  the  section  on  page  17  entitled 
“Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  Salaries 
and  Expenses.” 

It  appears  that,  as  to  this  section,  the 
House  recommended  and  passed,  and 
the  Senate  committee  has  recommended, 
an  item  of  $3,518,300  to  be  used  for 
salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Service.  As  I  understand,  this 
sum  would  be  a  regular  appropriation 
of  dollars. 

It  is  also  provided,  as  appears  on  page 
18  of  the  bill,  that  $1,310,000  are  appro¬ 
priated  from  foreign  currencies  for  the 
same  purposes. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  have 
contended  that  the  provision  oh  $1,310,- 
000  for  the  purposes  of  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  is  unrealistic.  It  has  given  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  contention,  the  first  of 
which  is  that  31  of  the  54  countries  in 
which  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
operates  do  not  have  any  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  and  that  in  the  other  countries 
where  foreign  currencies  are  available, 
some  of  them  are  not  convertible. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  want¬ 
ed  very  much  to  have  a  change  of  $750,- 
000  made  as  between  the  two  sums. 

At  this  point,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  com¬ 
munication  addressed  to  Hon.  True  D. 
Morse,  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
by  Hon.  Loy  W.  Henderson,  Deputy  Un¬ 
der  Secretary  of  State  for  Administra¬ 
tion. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 

June  2,  1959. 

The  Honorable  True  D.  Morse, 

Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Dear  Mr.  Morse:  This  letter  is  in  response 
to  your  inquiry  concerning  the  practicability 
of  utilizing  Public  Law  480  local  currencies 
available  to  the  United  States  abroad  for 
payment  of  salaries  and  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service, 
in  excess  of  the  approximate  amount  of 
$550,000  equivalent  now  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

As  you  are  aware,  Public  Law  480  sales 
agreements  provide  that  foreign  countries 
purchasing  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  under  the  terms  of  Public  Law  480,  as 
amended,  shall  pay  for  those  commodities  in 
their  own  currencies.  It  is  this  provision 
which  makes  such  sales  agreements  attrac¬ 
tive  to  them,  and  which  permits  us  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  large  quantities  of  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties.  It  is  clearly  understood  between  us 
and  the  purchasing  countries  that  the  local 
currencies  paid  to  the  United  States  are  not 


available  for  conversion  into  the  currencies 
of  other  countries  and  are  not  available  to 
pay  obligations  of  the  United  States  in  other 
countries,  except  as  specifically  agreed  at  the 
time  of  negotiating  the  sales. 

It  has  been  our  practice,  in  compliance 
with  your  Department’s  request,  generally  to 
request,  in  negotiating  sales  agreements,  the 
right  to  convert  into  other  currencies  a 
limited  portion  of  the  local  currencies  set 
aside  in  the  agreements  for  agricultural  mar¬ 
ket  development,  but  this  is  always  a  special 
request  asked  of  the  foreign  government  and 
negotiated  at  the  time  of  sales.  Necessarily 
the  amounts  involved  must  be  kept  small. 

No  provision  has  been  made  in  existing 
sales  agreements  for  conversion  into  dollars 
or  other  currencies  of  the  amounts  set  aside 
for  general  U.S.  use  to  pay  its  obligations 
abroad  under  subsection  104(f)  of  the  act, 
nor  is  it  possible,  where  convertibility  has 
been  agreed  to  for  purposes  of  market  de¬ 
velopment,  to  convert  amounts  set  aside  for 
this  purpose  into  other  currencies  for  any 
other  purpose. 

It  is  not  practicable  or  feasible  from  the 
foreign  policy  point  of  view  to  reopen  nego¬ 
tiations  with  governments  with  which  we 
already  have  sales  agreements,  in  an  effort 
to  obtain  their  consent  to  converting  Eublic 
Law  480  local  currencies  into  dollars  or  other 
currencies  for  the  use'  of  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  in  third  countries.  From  the  point  of 
view  of  the  other  government  this  would 
amount  to  asking  payment  in  dollars  or 
other  foreign  exchange  to  the  extent  of  the 
convertibility  requested,  and  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  an  attempt  to  make  new  terms 
and  conditions  for  the  sale.  The  essence  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  countries  purchasing 
surplus  commodities  under  Public  Law  480 
in  general  are  unable  to  make  payment  in 
currencies  other  than  their  own,  and  the 
willingness  of  the  United  States  to  accept 
their  currencies,  usable  only  within  their 
territories,  is  the  chief  attraction  of  Public 
Law  480  sales  for  them. 

This  was  stated  succinctly  by  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  Anderson  in  testifying  on  the 
proposal  for  an  International  Development 
Association  before  a  subcommittee  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
March  18,  1958: 

“While  the  whole  subject  of  local  cur¬ 
rency  accumulation  is  extremely  complex, 
it  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the 
United  States  does  not  have  unilateral  power 
of  decision  in  these  questions.  Although 
the  United  States  holds  title  to  large  sums 
in  local  currencies,  these  have  been  acquired 
only  under  specific  agreements  with  foreign 
countries  that  their  use  would  be  limited  in 
various  specific  ways,  and  generally  these 
limitations  do  not  permit  their  use  for 
financing  exports. 

“The  reason  is  clear.  Most  of  these  cur¬ 
rencies  were  acquired  from  the  sale  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities  of  which  the 
United  States  wished  to  dispose.  In  order 
to  avoid  a  drain  on  their  foreign-exchange 
resources,  foreign  countries  are  willing  to 
buy  our  agricultural  surpluses  only  if  strict 
limitations  are  placed  upon  the  use  of  the 
currencies  which  are  paid  into  our  accounts. 
We  would  have  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  these  countries  would  consent  to  di¬ 
verting  any  substantial  portion  of  these  cur¬ 
rencies  from  the  financing  of  development 
in  their  own  country  to  financing  exports 
to  other  areas.” 

Where  the  Treasury  holds  local  currencies 
available  to  pay  U.S.  obligations,  agencies 
with  dollar  appropriations  to  meet  their  ex¬ 
penses  abroad  are  required  to  purchase  such 
currencies  from  the  Treasury  to  the  extent 
required;  where  the  Treasury  does  not 
possess  such  currencies  in  sufficient  quan¬ 
tity,  a  legislative  requirement  that  Foreign 
Agriculture  Service  expenditures  be  paid 
from  Public  Law  480  currencies  would  either 
be  ineffective  or  involve  us  in  negotiating 
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difficulties  with  other  countries.  To  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  the  policy  of  meeting  Foreign 
Agriculture  Service  expenditures  in  foreign 
countries  from  Public  Law  480  funds  is 
feasible,  we  understand  that  it  is  already 
taken  account  of  in  the  $550,000  requested 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  budget. 

This  reply  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  which  concurs  in  the 
views  expressed. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Loy  W.  Henderson, 

Deputy  Under  Secretary 

for  Administration. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
discussed  the  amendment  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
entire  question  revolves  around  the  de¬ 
gree  of  the  exchangeability  of  the  for¬ 
eign  currencies  for  use  in  different 
countries.  I  have  agreed  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference.  After  the 
facts  are  reviewed,  if  it  should  develop 
that  the  currencies  are  interchangeable, 
I  will  so  state  in  conference.  If  it  is 
found  there  is  not  an  interchangeability 
to  the  degree  we  were  informed  there 
was  at  the  time  the  bill  was  ^yitten,  I 
shall  insist  on  the  change  in  conference. 
I  am  happy  to  take  the  amendment  to 
conference. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  appreciate  the  action 
of  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 
After  the  bill  is  finally  acted  upon,  if  it 
should  develop,  as  the  Department  con¬ 
tends,  that  the  provision  is  unrealistic, 
and  that  no  foreign  currencies  will  be 
made  available  for  salaries  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service,  then  I  hope  later, 
in  a  supplemental  bill,  the  appropriation 
of  the  necessary  number  of  dollars  will 
be  made.  It  is  extremely  important 
today  that  the  export  of  our  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  be  stimulated. 

I  appreciate  the  consideration  of  the 
Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky,  as 
modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

ORDER  TO  RECONVENE  AT  1 1  O'CLOCK  A.M.  TO¬ 
MORROW - UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

TO  LIMIT  DEBATE  ON  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  should  like  to  explore  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  the  Senate’s  convening  at  11 
o’clock  tomorrow  morning  and  having 
an  agreement  to  allot  30  minutes  on 
amendments  and  2  hours  on  the  bill,  to 
be  equally  divided.  So  far  as  I  am  in¬ 
formed,  I  think  we  could  get  a  vote  at 
1  or  2  o’clock  tomorrow,  and  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  ask  the  Senate  to  stay 
in  session  later  this  evening. 

I  believe  there  are  two  or  three  or  four 
amendments  yet  to  be  offered.  There 
will  be  some  discussion  of  those  pro¬ 
posals. 

If  it  is  agreeable  to  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  and  the  minority 
leader,  I  should  like  to  propose  at  this 
time  that  the  Senate  convene  at  11 
o’clock  tomorrow'  and  that  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  morning  horn-  there  will 
go  into  effect  a  time  limitation  of  30 
minutes  on  amendments  and  2  hours  on 


the  bill,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
the  proponent  of  an  amendment  and  the 
majority  leader.  :  -4 

I  think  we  could  dispose  of  the  bill 
quickly,  and,  I  believe,  have  a  majority 
of  Senators  pleased  by  that  action. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  want  to  be  present 
when  the  bill  is  considered,  because  the 
people  of  my  State  are  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  agriculture.  I  must  attend  a 
very  important  subcommittee  meeting 
tomorrow  morning.  Could  the  Senator 
change  his  request  to  11:15,  instead  of 
11  o’clock? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes,  but  I 
can  assure  the  Senator  there  will  be  a 
morning  hour,  and  insertions  in  the 
Record  will  be  made  during  that  period. 

Mr.  LANGER.  There  will  be  a  morn¬ 
ing  hour? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  and  I  shall  not  object,  I  have  a 
very  short  amendment  to  offer.  On  to¬ 
morrow  I  must  attend  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  of  .which  I  am  a  member, 
and  it  will  not  be  possible  for  me  to  be 
present  on  the  floor.  I  wonder  if  we  can 
dispose  of  my  amendment  before  the 
Senate  adjourns  tonight. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  How  long 
will  it  take? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Five  or  10  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  We  shall  be 
glad  to  do  so.  The  agreement  would  not 
be  effective  until  after  the  morning  hour 
on  tomorrow.  After  the  agreement  is 
entered,  I  shall  yield  the  floor,  and  the 
Senator  can  call  up  his  amendment.  I 
understood  the  Senator  to  say  it  will  take 
only  about  5  minutes  to  dispose  of  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  have  the  question  put? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement 
entered,  as  reduced  to  writing,  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Wednesday, 
June  3,  1959,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes,  debate  on  any  amendment, 
motion,  or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table,  shall  be  limited  to  30  minutes,  to 
be  equaily  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
njpver  of  any  such  amendment  or  motion  and 
the  majority  leader:  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  the  majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any 
such  amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  op¬ 
position  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the 
minority  leader  ojr  some  Senator  designated 
by  him. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
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said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from 
time  under  their  control  on  the  passage  of 
said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any  Sena¬ 
tor  during  the  consideration  of  any  amend¬ 
ment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

June  2,  1959. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  at  this  point 
so  we  may  get  the  yeas  and  nays  ordered 
on  the  passage  of  the  bill,  so  Senators 
will  know  there  will  be  a  yea  and  nay 
vote  on  the  agriculture  appropriation 
bill? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  the  passage  of  the  bill  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  has 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  been 
accepted? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has 
been  accepted. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
O’Mahoney  amendment  was  agreed  to 
earlier  today. 

I  will  take  a  few  minutes  to  explain 
this  unusual  procedure.  The  circum¬ 
stances  are  that  when  the  O’Mahoney 
amendment  was  brought  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  I  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  a 
subcommittee  on  appropriations  of 
which  I  am  a  member  and  of  which  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son]  is  the  chairman.  I  had  no  fore¬ 
warning  or  knowledge  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  going  to  be  brought  up  at  that 
time. 

It  so  happens  that  particular  amend¬ 
ment  affects  the  portion  of  the  bill  to 
which  I  had  previously  planned  to  offer 
an  amendment,  so  my  only  way  out  of 
this  particular  parliamentary  dilemma  is 
to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote,  with  the 
hope  that  if  the  Senate  will  reconsider 
the  vote  I  may  offer  my  amendment  to 
the  O’Mahoney  amendment  and  have  it 
considered. 

Mr.  President,  I  wonder  if  I  could  have 
my  amendment,  which  I  would  propose 
to  offer,  read  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  15,  line  25, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$26,426,000”, 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$26,452,- 
600”. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment  is  to  provide  for 
marketing  and  reporting  services  for  the 
Mountain  States  area,  including  Utah, 
Wyoming,  South  Dakota,  western  Ne¬ 
braska,  western  Kansas,  New  Mexico, 
and  Colorado.  This  service  has  been 
carried  on  since  July,  1957,  by  the  Live¬ 
stock  Division  of  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  cooperation 
with  the  Marketing  Research  Division  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  They  have  been  reporting  the  di- 
■rect  sales  of  livestock  at  ranges  and  feed 
lots  in  southern  Colorado,  Wyoming, 
western  Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  a  section 
of  New  Mexico.  » 
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This  activity,  commonly  referred  to  as 
area  reporting  of  direct  sales,  involves 
the  issuing  of  weekly  range  and  feed  lot 
sales  reports,  giving  a  resume  of  direct 
sales  activities. 

The  amendment  which  I  wish  to  offer 
would  add  $26,000  to  continue  this  re¬ 
porting  service  for  another  year  com¬ 
mencing  July  1.  It  would  provide  for 
the  employment  of  two  persons  only, 
plus  travel  expenses  and  communica¬ 
tions  expenses.  The  greater  portion  of 
the  money  would  be  used  for  travel  and 
communications,  for  the  purpose  of  as¬ 
sembling  and  getting  the  livestock  re¬ 
ports  together. 

Members  of  the  American  Cattlemen’s 
Association  appeared  before  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  testified  as  to  this  matter.  I  invite 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  particularly 
to  the  remarks  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  as  set 
forth  on  page  106  of  the  hearings  before 
the  Senate  subcommittee  this  year. 
Among  other  things,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  said: 

Tlie  information  is  very  valuable  to  many, 
and  it  makes  a  lot  of  difference  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer  and  feeder  in  his  income  tax  return. 
If  the  information  supplied  to  him  is  cor¬ 
rect,  and  he  can  judge  the  market  properly, 
he  can  make  a  profit,  or  he  can  sustain  a 
loss  if  he  doesn’t  have  accurate  information 
to  guide  his  judgment  and  such  loss  doesn’t 
help  the  Federal  Treasury  when  he  comes 
to  pay  his  income  tax. 

The  Senator  was  speaking,  I  believe, 
primarily  with  regard  to  annual  reports, 
but  he  went  on  to  say  that  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Cattlemen’s  Associa¬ 
tion  .  had  asked  for  extension  of  this 
service,  and  in  the  colloquy  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  told  what  the  proposal  was 
and  the  necessity  for  such  action. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Will  the  Senator  dis¬ 
tinguish  between  what  he  proposes  and 
what  is  proposed  by  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  O’Mahoney 
amendment,  as  I  understand  it,  in¬ 
cluded  the  marketing  services  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  National  Stockyards 
Act.  I  do  not  have  the  amendment  be¬ 
fore  me,  and  it  is  not  printed.  I  looked 
at  the  amendment  at  the  .desk  a  few 
minutes  ago.  The  Senator'  included 
eluded  some  marketing  services  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Stockyards  Act.  My 
amendment  is  not  connected  with  the 
Stockyards  Act  or  the  stockyards  service. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  colleague  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  indicates,  as  I  understand,  that 
a  research  program  has  been  carried  on 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with 
reference  to  reporting  range  and  feedlot 
cattle  sales  for  the  past  2  years,  and  af¬ 
ter  2  years  of  a  sort  of  pilot  study,  the 
Colorado  area  seeks  to  receive  equal 
treatment  with  the  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  area 
and  at  the  Clovis,  N.  Mex.  area,  with 


reference  to  a  permanent  reporting 
service. 

The  purpose  of  the  appropriation 
would  be  to  provide  for  the  reporting 
of  cattle  sales  on  the  range  and  in  feed- 
lots  which  would  tend  to  stabilize  live¬ 
stock  marketing  conditions.  In  a  sense, 
the  stability  of  livestock  marketing  con¬ 
ditions  will  improve  general  economic 
conditions;  and  revenues  to  be  received 
will  increase  many  times  over  if  the 
market  is  stabilized. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Colorado  agree 
with  that  statement? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  agree  with  it  com¬ 
pletely.  I  thank  my  colleague,  who  has 
stated  the  situation  very  succinctly. 

Mr.  President,  among  other  communi¬ 
cations  I  have  received  is  one  from  Ted 
Videen,  the  executive  secretary  of  the 
Colorado  Cattle  Feeders  Association,  'in 
which  he  says: 

There  is  abundant  evidence  to  show  that 
the  range  and  feedlot  sales  reports  have 
worked  to  the  best  interests  of  all  segments 
of  the  livestock  industry  in  those  areas  where 
they  have  been  issued  for  some  years  on  a 
regular  basis  (these  include,  among  others, 
areas  around  San  Francisco,  Calif.;  Spokane, 
Wash.;  and  Amarillo,  Tex.).  A  great  deal  of 
effort  has  been  set  forth  in  establishing  these 
reports  in  the  Denver  area  during  the  last 
2  years,  and  we  submit  that  it  would  be  a 
loss  to  the  livestock  industry  in  this  area  to 
have  them  discontinued  at  this  time. 

The  reason  for  this,  as  my  colleague 
has  just  pointed  out,  is  that  only  a  few 
years  ago  all  the  sales,  or  the  greater 
portion  of  the  sales,  passed  through  the 
livestock  yards  of  the  big  centers,  and  it 
was  very  easy  to  get  the  prices  for  cattle 
and  to  know  what  the  cattle  would 
bring.  Now  the  great  majority  of  the 
sales  are  made  on  the  open  range,  or 
in  feed  lots  and  other  places,  and  only 
a  service  of  this  kind  can  give  the  in¬ 
formation  needed  to  stockmen  and  feed¬ 
ers  so  that  they  may  go  ahead  with 
their  business. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  will  say  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague,  I  discussed  this 
matter  only  this  afternoon  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Georgia. 

I  am  amazed  that  it  has  taken  a 
month  and  a  half  to  have  this  matter 
brought  to  my  attention.  I  heard  of  .this 
problem  for  the  first  time  yesterday  in 
a  telephone  call  from  Colorado  cattle¬ 
men  and  I  was  visited  by  a  Colorado 
cattlemen’s  representative  this  after¬ 
noon.  Actually  the  cattlemen  presented 
the  problem  to  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  on  April  14,  however 
that  testimony  was  not  available  to  me 
until  a  few  days  ago. 

As  the  junior  Senator  from  Colorado 
the  importance  of  this  program  to  my 
State  was  brought  to  my  attention  only 
yesterday  afternoon  and  again  at  noon 
today. 

I  immediately  talked  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Georgia. 

At  no  time  were  the  facts  brought  to 
my  attention,  until  yesterday. 

I  understand  that  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  made  a  determina¬ 
tion,  after  conferring  with  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  I  went  to  the 


Senator  this  afternoon,  with  telegrams 
received  from  the  Cattlemen’s  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Colorado,  and  with  information 
based  upon  the  long-distance  telephone 
call  I  had  received  yesterday  from  Colo¬ 
rado.  The  senior  Senator  from  Georgia 
said,  “You  have  come  too  late.” 

The  question  is,  having  been  informed 
of  this  for  the  first  time  from  any  source 
yesterday,  what  can  be  done?  I  will 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia,  this  is  very  important  to  my 
State.  There  is  involved  only  a  small 
sum  of  $26,000.  That  is  all  that  is  asked 
for.  It  would  provide  livestock  market 
stability.  It  would  help  the  economy  of 
the  Rocky  Mountain  area.  It  would  re¬ 
sult  in  more  income  tax  revenues  as  a 
result  of  improved  income  to  the  stock- 
men. 

I  cannot  find  it  in  my  heart  to  criticize 
the  senior  Senator  from  Georgia.  This 
request  was  not  brought  to  my  attention 
so  that  I  could  have  gone  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado,  moving  in  unison  in  the 
interest  of  our  State. 

I  amxritical  of  the  cattlemen  of  Colo¬ 
rado  for  not  coming  to  my  office  and 
speaking  to  me,  so  that  I  could  represent 
them  and  confer  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia'.  I  think  it  is  most  unfor¬ 
tunate  that  I  am  placed  in  this  position 
at  this  late  hour.  Here  we  are,  at  6:30 
o’clock  in  the  evening,  in  the  closing 
hours  of  debate  on  this  important  bill. 
If  the  Senator  from  Georgia  can  see  fit, 
under  the  circumstances,  to  accept  this 
amendment,  his  action  will  be  greatly 
appreciated. 

This  amendment  does  not  concern  the 
1958  O’Mahoney -Watkins  meatpacker 
legislation  at  all.  It  concerns  a  different 
aspect  of  the  marketing  services  appro¬ 
priation.  We  ask  for  treatment  similar 
to  that  already  given  Arizona  and  the 
northern  part  of  New  Mexico.  No  other 
part  of  the  country  but  Colorado  can 
qualify  for  this  cattle  sale  reporting 
service.  The  marketing  service  ap¬ 
propriation  has  already  been  increased 
over  the  House  figure  byj>l,440,000.  I  ask 
the  indulgence  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia,  notwithstanding  the  negligence 
of  the  Colorado  cattlemen,  and  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  they  have  treated  one  of 
their  own  Senators  from  Colorado.  This 
item  is  of  sufficient  importance  to  the 
State  of  Colorado  that  if  this  amendment 
can  be  agreed  to,  it  will  be  appreciated 
by  Members  who  are  not  playing  partisan 
politics  in  connection  with  this  important 
measure. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  this 
subject  with  my  colleague  from  Colorado. 
Early  in  the  spring,  at  a  meeting  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  members  of 
the  American  Cattlemen’s  Association 
were  in  Washington.  There  were  four 
or  five  of  them.  I  happened  to  be  present 
at  that  meeting  of  the  committee.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden] 
made  a  place  for  those  witnesses,  in  the 
midst  of  another  hearing,  and  took  tes¬ 
timony  from  them  about  the  necessity  for 
this  item. 

That  is  all  T  have  heard  from  them, 
except  for  the  letters  and  telegrams 
which  I  have  received  within  the  past  few 
days. 
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Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
in  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks 
various  telegrams  and  letters  which  I 
have  received  during  the  past  few  days 
on  this  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  and  letters  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Denver  Colo.,  June  2,  1959. 
Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

‘  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Due  to  volume  of  livestock  being  sold  on 
direct  basis,  there  is  certainly  a  need  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  reporting  service  of  direct  range 
and  feed  lot  sales.  We  strongly  support  the 
Colorado  Cattle  Feeders  Association  in  their 
request  that  this  serviee  be  continued. 
Respectfully, 

David  G.  Rice,  Jr., 

Executive  Secretary,  Colorado  Cattle¬ 
men’s  Association. 


Denver,  Colo.,  June  1,  1959. 
Hon*  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

This  association  supports  and  its  members 
are  in  need  of  information  reported  by 
USDA.  Direct  range  and  feedlot  sales  of  live¬ 
stock  report  request  all  possible  assistance 
to  secure  necessary  appropriation  for  con¬ 
tinuance  this  needed  activity. 

Respectfully, 

Robert  Field, 

Executive  Secretary,  Colorado  Wool 
Growers  Association. 


Denver,  Colo.,  June  2,  1959. 
The  Honorable  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  Your  efforts  in  the 
favoring  of  appropriations  for  USDA  mar¬ 
ket  livestock  reporting  in  Colorado  will  be 
appreciated.  This  reporting  of  direct  sales  . 
has  been  a  great  service  to  the  agricultural 
industry  of  this  area. 

Thank  you, 

Albert  J.  Dinner. 

Colorado  Cattle 
Feeders  Association, 

Denver,  Colo.,  May  30, 1959. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott,  v 

U.S.  {Senator , 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  I  am  taking  the 
liberty  of  furnishing  to  you  the  following 
information  on  a  matter  concerning  the 
livestock  industry  in  this  State,  in  order 
that  you  might  better  understand  some 
messages  concerning  it,  which  I  believe  you 
will  be  receiving  in  the  next  few  days. 

Since  July  1957,  the  Livestock  Division, 
USDA,  in  cooperation  with  the  Marketing 
Research  Division,  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  USDA,  has  been  reporting  the  direct 
sales  of  livestock  at  ranches  and  feedlots  in 
Colorado,  southern  Wyoming,  western  Kan¬ 
sas,  and  Nebraska,  and  a  section  of  New 
Mexico.  This  activity,  which  is  commonly 
referred  to  as  "area  reporting  of  direct 
sales,”  issues  a  weekly  Range  and  Feedlot 
Sales  Report”,  giving  a  r£sum6  of  the  direct 
sales  activity. 

The  reporting  referred  to  above  has  been 
carried  on  In  Denver  as  an  experimental 
project,  under  a  2-year  appropriation  which 
will  expire  on  June  30,  1959.  It  has  been 
the  hope  of  this  association  that  the  re¬ 
ports  might  be  continued  and  funds  to 
finance  such  reporting  (approximately  $25,- 


000)  be  made  a  part  of  the  regular  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
This  desire  has  been  made  known  to  the  re¬ 
spective  chairmen  of  the  Subcommittees  on 
Agricultural  Appropriations  of  both  the 
House  and  Senate,  by  letter,  and  by  per¬ 
sonal  representation  on  the  part  ,of  this 
writer  to  Representative  Whitten.  This  has 
been  supported  by  statements  presented  in 
writing,  and  by  personal  appearance  before 
the  committees  by  representatives  of  the 
American  National  Cattlemen’s  Association, 
which  concurs  with  the  Colorado  Cattle 
Feeders  Association  in  wishing  to  see  this 
work  continued.  Representative  Byron  L. 
Johnson,  of  the  Second  District,  has  been 
aware  of  our  interest  in  this  matter,  and 
has  been  most  helpful  to  us. 

However,  we  understand  the  House  Sub¬ 
committee  on'  Agricultural  Appropriations 
did  not  recommend  the  inclusion  of  this  ac¬ 
tivity  in  its  report,  and  we  are  therefore 
asking  your  help  to  see  if  some  action  can¬ 
not  be  taken  to  secure  the  insertion  of  these 
funds  by  amendment  in  the  House,  if  such 
amendments  are  permitted,  or,  failing  that, 
if  it  might  be  inserted  in  the  Senate  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

I  am  sure  that  any  examination  of  sales 
figures  will  show  that  the  direct  selling  of 
livestock  in  this  area  at  the  ranch  or  feed- 
lot  has  increased  greatly  in  the  past  few 
years.  There  is  abundant  evidence  to  show 
that  the  “Range  and  Feedlot  Sales  Reports” 
have  worked  to  the  best  interests  of  all  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  livestock  industry  in  those 
areas  where  they  have  been  issued  for  some 
years  on  a  regular  basis  (these  include, 
among  others,  areas  around  San  Francisco, 
Calif.;  Spokane,  Wash.;  and  Amarillo,  Tex.). 
A  great  deal  of  effort  has  been  put  forth 
in  establishing  these  reports  in  the  Denver 
area  during  the  last  2  years,  and  we  submit 
that  it  would  be  a  loss  to  the  livestock  in¬ 
dustry  in  this  area  to  have  them  discon¬ 
tinued  at  this  time. 

We  will  appreciate  any  efforts  which  you 
gentlemen  can  make  for  us  in  this  matter. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ted  Videen. 

Executive  Secretary. 

The  Denver  Union  Stockyard  Co., 

Denver,  Colo.,  June  1,  1959. 
The  Honorable  Gordon  Allott, 

Senator  from  Colorado, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  I  am  writing  this  let¬ 
ter  on  behalf  of  the  American  Stockyards 
Association,  as  the  chairman  of  its  board, 
and  thus  speaking  for  its  membership,  as 
well  as  president  of  the  Denver  &  Ogden 
Stockyards  and  our  subsidiary  companies. 

Information  we  receive  from  Washington 
indicates  that  the  House  has  passed  the 
Agricultural  appropriation  bill,  and  that  it 
has  been  reported  out  of  the  appropriate 
Senate  committee  to  the  full  Senate.  We 
are  quite  concerned  with  that  section  of  the 
bill  having  to  do  with  an  additional  ap¬ 
propriation  for  enforcement  of  the 
amended  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  We 
understand  that  the  original  request  for 
complete  enforcement  of  the  amended  act, 
under  titles  II  and  III  thereof,  together 
with  posting  of  those  remaining  unposted 
markets,  was  for  $493,000,  of  which  $283,000 
was  scheduled  for  expanded  enforcement  of 
titles  II  and  III,  and  the  remaining  for 
posting  and  supervising  posted  stockyards. 
As  reported  out  of  the  House  and  of  the 
Senate  committee  we  understand  only  $250,- 
000'  has  been  recommended,  but  with  the 
restriction  that  such  funds  go  to  the  sole 
use  of  the  Department  for  addtional  post¬ 
ing  and  supervision  of  posted  markets,  and 
with  no  recommendation  for  funds  for  ex¬ 
panded  enforcement  of  the  act  against 
country  dealing  violators  or  packers. 

If  this  is  true  it  seems  to  us  that  the 
intent  of  Congress  is  not  going  to  be  car¬ 
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ried  out  as  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
amended  act  insofar  as  country  operations 
of  dealers  and  agencies  are  concerned,  under 
title  III  or  to  expanded  jurisdiction  over 
.packer  practices  under  title  II  and,  to  many, 
these  were  the  most  important  phases  of 
the  amended  act.  Not  to  rigidly  enforce 
them  will  be  a  bad  thing  for  the  industry 
as  a  whole. 

Our  observations  would  indicate  that 
those  auction  markets  not  now  posted  could 
quite  readily  be  posted  with  present  per¬ 
sonnel  even  though  it  might  take  a  little 
longer  so  to  do;  and  that  without  much 
addditional  in  the  way  of  increased  appro¬ 
priations.  However,  the  complete  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  amended  act  in  connection 
with  those  posted  yards,  and  those  packers, 
dealers,  and  agencies,  intended  by  Congress 
to  be  registered  under  the  amended  act, 
would  be  entirely  neglected  under  the 
House  and  Senate  committee  restrictions  on 
this  appropriation  to  use  it  only  for  post¬ 
ing  and  enforcement  of  posted  yards. 

We  would  appreciate  it  greatly  if  you 
would  examine  this  when  it  comes  before 
the  Senate,  and  if  our  interpretation  of 
House  and  Senate  committee  action  is  cor¬ 
rect,  we  would  strongly  urge  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amend  the  bill  to  provide  for  complete 
enforcement  of  titles  II  and  III  of  the  act, 
and  not  solely  for  posting  and  supervising 
presently  unposted  markets.  But,  if  a  lesser 
appropriation  than  $493,000  is  made,  its  use 
certainly  should  not  be  restricted  to  the 
mere  posting  of  additional  markets  and  su¬ 
pervision  over  posted  markets  only. 
Sincerely, 

W.  C.  Crew, 

President  and  General  Manager,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Board,  American  Stock- 
yards  Association. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia,  who 
is  in  charge  of  the  bill,  that  for  the  first 
time  today  a  representative  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Cattlemen’s  Association  came  to  my 
office.  I  said  to  him,  "Have  you  conferred 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Colorado?” 
His  first  answer  was,  "No,”  and  then  he 
reconsidered  and  said,  “Yes.” 

I  did  not  know  that  there  had  been 
previous  contact  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia  on  this  subject  until  late 
this  afternoon,  when  I  conferred  with 
him. 

This  situation  emphasizes  the  need  for 
cooperation  in  the  State  of  Colorado. 
Not  all  cattlemen  are  Republicans. 
This  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  This  is  a 
matter  requiring  cooperation  within  the 
State.  For  the  first  time  this  afternoon 
I  learned  that  this  approach  had  been 
made. 

Notwithstanding  all  these  mistakes,  let 
me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  that 
this  item  is  important  to  the  cattle  in¬ 
dustry  in  Colorado.  It  is  important  to 
the  economy  of  our  State  and  to  the 
economy  of  the  Nation,  because  far  more 
in  tax  revenue  would  be  produced  than 
would  be  involved  in  the  granting  of  this 
small  sum  for  such  very  laudable  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
sure  whether  my  colleague  is  attempting 
to  chastise  me  or  not.  I  wish  to  make  the 
Record  perfectly  clear. 

I  have  always  found  cooperation  to  be 
a  two-way  street.  I  talked  with  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  association  late  yester- 
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day  afternoon.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  will  bear  me  out 
when  I  say  that  I  came  immediately  to 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  discussed  the 
subject  with  him. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  brief  state¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  seems  to  be  in  the  middle  and  is 
receiving  considerable  pressure  from  both 
sides. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Colorado 
came  to  me  yesterday  afternoon  and 
asked  me  to  accept  an  amendment  add¬ 
ing  $26,000  to  the  bill  for  the  purpose 
referred  to.  I  told  the  distinguished 
Senator  that  I  would  very  much  like  to 
help  him.  My  instinct  is  to  approve  all 
such  amendments,  so  far  as  possible. 
Unfortunately  this  was  one  of  a  number 
of  amendments  having  to  do  with  mar¬ 
keting  service  reports,  and  I  could  not 
accept  this  amendment  without  accept¬ 
ing  the  others.  That  is  as  I  remember 
my  statement  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado.  -  ( . 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Today  the  junior 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll] 
came  to  me  and  urged  me  to  accept  this 
amendment.  He  said  it  involved  only  a 
small  item.  I  said  to  him,  “I  should,  like 
very  much  to  accept  it,  but  I  have  al¬ 
ready  had  to  tell  your  colleague  that 
I  could  not  accept  it  because  there  were 
other  items  of  a  similar  nature.” 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mi*. 
Curtis]  asked  a  question  about  the 
O’Mahoney  amendment.  Although  all 
these  items  are  embraced  in  one  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  marketing  service,  there 
is  no  connection  between  them  out  in 
the  field.  One  had  to  do  with  the  in¬ 
vestigation  of  practices  of  packers,  and 
this  has  to  do  with  the  furnishing  of 
reports  on  range  and  feedlot  sales. 

If  there  is  any  one  thing  in  the  bill 
which  has  caused  confusion  through  the 
years,  it  has  been  the  variety  of  amend¬ 
ments  which  have  been  offered  on  this 
subject.  Some  have  been  accepted  and 
some  have  been  rejected.  Those  amend¬ 
ments  provided  for  marketing  service  in 
various  areas  and  in  different  commu¬ 
nities. 

Some  years  ago  the  situation  became 
so  bad  that  we  asked  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  establish  a  policy  with 
respect  to  this  subject.  It  did  so.  It 
provided  a  definition  for  projects  coming 
within  category  1,  category  2,  and  cate¬ 
gory  3.  Of  course,  category  1  had  pri¬ 
ority,  including  the  appropriation 
needed. 

The  project  to  which  one  of  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Colorado  referred  was  said 
to  be  similar  to  a  project  in  northern 
Texas  and  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Yes.  I  have  released 
the  letter  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  project  was 
placed  in  category  1,  and  was  included 
in  the  bill  last  year  after  it  had  been 
placed  in  category  1,  by  the  Department. 

The  project  urged  by  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Colorado  has  not  been  as¬ 
signed  any  category,  so  far  as  I  am  ad¬ 


vised.  I  know  that  it  has  not  yet  been 
classified  as  category  1. 

I  could  not  accept  this  amendment 
without  having  to  accept  others  of  sim¬ 
ilar  character,  having  to  do  with  mar¬ 
keting  reports  in  various  areas.  If  the 
Senators  from  Colorado  will  go  to  the 
Department  and  have  a  category  assigned 
to  this  activity,  which  they  say  is  so 
important  to  the  economy  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  and  ranchers  of  Colorado,  I  am  sure 
that  before  another  year  we  will  be  able 
to  arrive  at  an  arrangement  to  take  care 
of  the  situation. 

Mr. .  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  glad  to  yield,  if 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  concluded. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  concluded.  I 
regret  to  say  that  I  cannot  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
no  thought  of  attempting  to  chastise  the 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado.  He,  too, 
is  moved  by  the  requests  of  constituents 
in  Colorado.  What  I  am  trying  to  say 
to  our  constituents  in  Colorado  is  that 
they  have  not  one  Senator,  but  two  Sen¬ 
ators;  and  those  two  Senators  must  work 
together. 

For  more  than  45  days  I  had  not  known 
of  this  issue,  until  yesterday,  when  I 
learned  of  it  by  telephone,  and  today, 
when  I  received  telegrams  and  a  visit 
to  my  office  by  a  representative  of  the 
Cattleman’s  Association. 

I  came  in  upon  the  heels  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado,  after  the  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  rejected  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Georgia.  That 
makes  my  job  very  difficult.  Let  me  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  that  my  information  today  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  that  the 
Colorado  livestock  market  is  in  cate¬ 
gory  1. 

On  the  other  hand,  to  absolve  the 
committee  from  any  charge  of  a  lack 
of  proper  treatment  of  Colorado,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  could  have 
asked  for  an  appropriation  of  this 
amount  of  money,  but  it  did  not  flo  so. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  apparently 
restrained  them.  All  we  are  asking  for 
is  for  equal  treatment  with  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico.  I  forget  on  which  page  of 
the  hearings  it  appears,  but  I  noted  that 
Arizona  and  the  northern  part  of  New 
Mexico  are  included  in  this  kind  of  re¬ 
porting  of  sales  of  cattle.  _  > 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado  that  I  do  not  attribute 
any  of  this  fault  to  him.  To  the  people 
in  Colorado  who  want  this  I  have  said, 
‘‘You  cattlemen  are  making  money. 
Why  don’t  you  pay  for  this  yourself?” 
They  answered  me  in  this  way,  and  I 
think  there  is  some  logic  to  what  they 
say:  ‘‘This  is  a  function  that  only  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  perform.  We  need  reports 
from  an  objective  source  that  buyers  and 
sellers  will  trust  and  believe  in,  and  thus 
stabilize  market  sales.” 

Only  a  small  amount  of  money  is  in¬ 
volved,  and  I  regret  that  there  has  been 
this  confusion. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Colorado  and 
I  axe  always  trying  to  work  together  on 


matters  of  a  nonpartisan  nature,  in  the 
interest  of  our  State. 

I  ask  the  senior  Senator  from  Georgia 
to  reconsider  his  refusal  in  the  light  of 
my  recent  statement.  If  I  am  correct 
that  the  Colorado  market  is  in  category 
1,  I  ask  him  to  reconsider  his  decision. 
I  received  that  informatioii  this  after¬ 
noon. 

I  should  also  like  to  say  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia  one  more  thing. 
If  he  adds  $26,000  and  then  takes  the 
matter  to  conference  and  then  deter¬ 
mines  that  my  information  on  the  cate¬ 
gory  is  incorrect,  he  can  cut  out  the  item, 
and  I  will  support  the  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  matter  is  hot 
quite  so  simple  as  that.  There  is  a  simi¬ 
lar  item  which  has  to  do  with  exactly 
the  same  kind  of  market  news  work 
which  has  been  proposed  for  Oklahoma, 
Louisiana,  western  Arkansas,  and  north¬ 
east  Texas.  Much  as  I  should  like  to 
accede  to  any  request  of  the  Senators 
from  Colorado,  I  cannot  in  good  con¬ 
science  accept  their  proposal  even  under 
these  circumstances,  without  accepting 
the  others. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  We  are  not  talking 
about  a  cattle-on-feed  report."  We  are 
talking  about  sales  of  range  cattle.  My 
information  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  this  afternoon  is  that  the 
Colorado  market  is  included  in  category 
1.  If  I  am  wrong  I  will  agree  to  with¬ 
draw  the  statement.  That  is  our  infor¬ 
mation  coming  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  My  information  from  the 
Department  is  that  this  is  the  only  such 
new  project  in  the  whole  West.  I  have 
checked  with  the  department,  and  that 
is  the  information  I  have  received. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  before  me  the 
testimony  of  the  Department  which 
shows  that  this  started  out  as  a  research 
project. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  on  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  shows  that  the  re¬ 
search  pi’oject  has  gone  on  for  2  years. 
The  Department  has  so  testified.  I 
read  from  a  part  of  the  testimony  given 
by  Mr.  Lennartson,  which  appears  at 
page  106  of  the  hearings: 

We  feel  that  Insofar  as  the  research  phase 
is  concerned  it  has  been  completed.  It  has 
not  been  included  as  a  regular  service  item 
in  view  of  the  bugetary  considerations  in 
the  1960  budget.  There  is  little  question 
but  that  it  has  developed  into  a  very  popu¬ 
lar  and  very  worthwhile  type  of  service. 

Nowhere  does  the  Department  say  that 
this  is  essential  and  that  it  will  con¬ 
tribute  materially  to  the  betterment  of 
the  income  of  ranchers  in  that  area. 
Therefore,  I  cannot  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  under  those  circumstances. 

If  the  Senators  wish  to  carry  it  over 
until  tomorrow,  I  shall  be  glad  to  look 
further  into  it  and  get  further  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  the  similarity  between  this 
and  other  amendments.  Much  as  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  would  like  to  do 
it,  he  cannot  accept  the  amendment  un¬ 
der  pressure,  when  he  has  declined  to 
accept  amendments  from  other  Senators 
who  are  interested  in  marketing  reports. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  is  a  perfectly 
reasonable  request  on  the  part  of  the 
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Senator  from  Georgia.  I  assume  that 
we  will  not  be  precluded  from  offering 
such  amendment,  if  the  Senate  were  to 
recess  now. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Senate  were  to 
recess  now,  I  could  look  further  into  it, 
if  the  Senators  from  Colorado  wish  to 
carry  the  matter  over  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  is  a  perfectly 
fair  request.  I  am  sure  that  our  infor¬ 
mation  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  say  that  I 
would  accept  the  amendment  even  if  the 
proposed  project  were  placed  in  cate¬ 
gory  1,  by  the  Department. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  understand.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
would  consider  it,  I  assume,  without 
committing  himself  on  it  this  evening. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  try  to  be  reasonable, 
although  sometimes  it  may  appear  that 
I  am  unreasonable. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  always  reasonable.  Therefore,  I 
ask  my  colleague  if  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  we  cannot  hold  the  amendment 
until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  propound  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  We  have  now  entered 
into  a  unanimous  consent  agreement  be¬ 
ginning  tomorrow  morning.  As  the  par¬ 
liamentary  situation  stands,  I  under¬ 
stand  I  do  not  have  a  right  to  offer  the 
amendment  without  a  motion  which  is 
now  pending  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  O’Mahoney  amendment  was 
adopted.  If  we  put  this  matter  over  until 
tomorrow  morning,  would  the  various 
amendments  take  precedence  over  my 
motion,  or  could  the  motion  be  called 
up  tomorrow  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
morning  hour? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Parliamentarian  informs  the  Chair  that 
the  Senator’s  motion  would  be  the  pend¬ 
ing  question  if  the  amendment  is  not 
acted  on. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Would  it  be  subject  to 
the  limitation  of  debate  to  which  the 
other  amendments  would  be  subject? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Whep 
the  bill  is  taken  up,  the  Senator’s  mo¬ 
tion  would  be  subject  to  the  limitation 
provided. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  that  satisfactory  to 
my  colleague?  . 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  have  it  go  over.  I  am  advised  that  at 
least  one  of  the  other  projects  which  I 
declined  to  take  to  conference  is  in  cate¬ 
gory  1.  However,  even  if  it  is  in  cate¬ 
gory  1,  I  do  not  know  whether  I  will 
be  in  a  position  to  accept  it.  I  am  willing 
to  have  it  go  over  until  tomorrow  to  see 
what  another  day  will  bring. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  thank  the  members  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  especially  the  very 
able  and  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  for  the  sympa¬ 
thetic  consideration  given  the  need,  of 
cane  and  bush  berry  producers  for  crop 
reporting  and  estimation  services. 

Although  the  measure  as  reported  did 
not  carry  the  $125,000  amount  many  of 


us  had  asked  for,  the  language  of  the 
committee  report  found  upon  page  7 
does  state: 

The  committee  has  been,  presented  with 
testimony  regarding  the  need  for  crop  esti¬ 
mating  and  reporting  work  on  cane  berries, 
bush  -  berries,  and  other  small  fruit  crops. 
The  Department  is  requested  to  examine 
this  carefully  with  a  view  to  making  a  start 
on  this  work  within  the  total  amount 
provided.  -\  '  K 

This  language  of  the  committee  should 
be  a  most  persuasive  indication  to  the 
Department  of  the  interest  shown  in 
this  worthy  project.  I  trust  that  the 
Department  will  proceed  quickly  to  re¬ 
view  the  testimony  and  then  to  lay  plans 
accordingly  in  order  that  a  start  can  be 
made  in  the  near  future  toward  provid¬ 
ing  the  necessary  service. 

In  expressing  my  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  the  great 
work  he  has  done  and  the  assistance  he 
has  been  to  those  of  us  who  have  asked 
him  for  an  appropriation  on  this  sub¬ 
ject,  I  should  like  to  "ask  him  this 
question: 

Does  the  Senator  from  Georgia  agree 
with  me  that,  given  the  language  cited 
from  the  report,  a  start  can  be  made 
upon  this  project,  and  that  additional 
funds  can  be  sought ,  in  the  future  to 
carry  on  the  full  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  no  doubt  in 
my  mind  that  the  Department,  particu¬ 
larly  in  view  of  this  expression  in  the 
committee  report,  has  ample  authority 
to  prepare  crop  estimates  and  reporting- 
work  on  cane  berries  and  bush  berries 
and  on  other  small  fruit  crops  which 
are  included  in  this  item. 

I  hope  the  two  Senators  from  Colo¬ 
rado  will  pay  particular  heed  to  the  fact 
that  this  item  was  vigorously  supported 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  his  colleague,  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche], 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Prox- 
mire]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  For  that  reason  the 
committee  inserted  this  statement  in  the 
report.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  De¬ 
partment  cannot  start  some  estimating. 
It  would  have  to  come  up  again  on  its 
merits  for  budget  estimates  in  subse¬ 
quent  years. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  Senators  mentioned  by 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  who  have 
joined  with  me  in  urging  upon  the  com¬ 
mittee  favorable  action  with  respect  to 
proyiding  this  segment  of  agriculture 
with  the  same  service  as  is  provided 
other  producers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there.be  included  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  a 
series  of  letters  and  statements  pertain¬ 
ing  to  this  program  which  will  permit 
my  Oregon  constituents  to  know  of  the 
interest  these  good  friends  have  taken 
in  this  project. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  statements  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


tT.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  9, 1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U. S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Wayne:  I  have  your  letter  of 
AprU  8,  with  enclosure,  about  the  need  for 
funds  to  enable  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  to  provide  crop  reports  on  cane  and 
bushberry  production.  I  know  how  much 
it  would  mean  to  our  berry  producers  to  have 
adequate  information  upon  which  to  plan 
their  crops  intelligently. 

I  will  be  glad  to  make  known  to  Senator 
Russell,  who  is  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  which  handles  the  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  and  to  my  other  colleagues 
on  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  my 
interest  in  seeing  the  funds  provided.  Rest 
assured  of  my  support  in  the  matter  and  let 
me  thank  you  again  for  your  helpful  letter 
and  enclosure. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am, 

Very  sincerely. 

Lister  Hill. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  30, 1959. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  Your  letter  of  April  8  was 
awaiting  me  upon  my  return  from  Texas 
after  the  Easter  recess. 

I  have  read  with  close  attention  what  you 
say  about  the  necessity  for  an  appropriation 
of  $125,000  annually  to  correct  inadequacies 
in  the  present  setup  in  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service  of  the  USDA. 

I  shall  certainly  follow  through  on  your 
suggestion. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph  W.  Yarborough. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 

April  20,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

V. S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  Thank  you  for  your  recent 
communication  and  enclosed  information 
dealing  with  cane  and  bushberry  produc¬ 
tion.  I  shall  be  pleased  to  check  into  the 
proposed  appropriation  for  the  issuance  of 
necessary  reports  on  these  crops  with  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  B.  Keating. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 

April  2T,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building.,  — 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  Thank  you  for  your  recent 
letter  calling  my  attention  to  the  possibility 
of  an  expansion  within  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  of  crop-reporting  services, 
which  would  be  helpful  to  those  interested 
in  cane  and  bushberry  production. 

Our  immediate  problem  in  Maine  is  to  tjy 
to  have  established,  a  crop-reporting  office 
since  there  is  only  one  office  for  all  of  New 
England  located  in  Boston. 

Sincerely, 

Edmund  S.  Muskie. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

April  10,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  Thank  you  for  your  letter 
of  April  8  regarding  additional  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
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•use  In  giving  more  complete  plans  on  the 
production  of  certain  types  of  berries. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  speak  to  members  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  in  support  of 
your  recommendation. 

With  kind  regards,  I  am, 

Sincerely, 

John  Sparkman. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Armed  Services, 

April  14, 1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  X  have  your  letter,  with  en¬ 
closures,  and  shall  be  glad  to  support  the  re¬ 
quest  of  an  estimated  $125,000  per  year  to 
provide  cost  of  providing  crop  reports  on 
eight  small  fruits  for  the  17  principal  pro¬ 
ducing  States. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sam  J.  Ervin,  Jr. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Appropriations, 

April  13,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  I  have  your  letter  of  April  8 
regarding  a  proposed  appropriation  of  $125,- 
000  for  fiscal  year  1960  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  cane  and  bushberry  producers- 
with  adequate  reporting  information  on 
which  to  plan  the  production  of  these  crops. 

When  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  1960  comes  before  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee,  I  will  be 
very  happy  to  do  what  I  can  to  provide  the 
funds  you  have  recommended  for  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service. 

X  wish  to  thank  you  for  bringing  this  to 
my  attention. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senator. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Armed  Services, 

April  11,  1959. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of 
April  8  with  enclosures  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  regarding  expansion  of 
the  program  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  to  include  crop-reporting  services  for 
cane  and  bushberry  production. 

I  appreciate  your  bringing  this  matter  to 
my  attenion,  and  I  will  look  into  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  the  expansion  when  the  fiscal  1960 
budget  for  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice  is  before  the  full  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  for  consideration. 

Best  regards. 

Sincerely, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 

U.S.  Senator. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Armed  Services, 

April  10,  1959. 

Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of 
April  8,  with  the  information  on  the  $125,000 
annual  appropriation  needed  to  provide  esti¬ 
mates  of  acreage,  production  forecast,  and 
final  report  on  cane  and  bushberry  produc¬ 
tion. 

I  will  be  glad  to  join  in  any  communica¬ 
tion  which  you  may  address  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  urging  inclusion 
of  these  funds  in  the  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  for  fiscal  1960.  X  intend  to  appear 
personally  on  a  number  of  items,  but  prob¬ 
ably  it  would  be  better  if  several  of  us  make 


a  Joint  representation  on  this  one,  so  we 
won't  go  to  the  well  too  often. 

With  best  personal  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Clair  Engle, 

U.S.  Senator. 

Statement  or  Hon.  Frank  E.  Moss,  a  U.S. 

Senator  P’rom  the  State  of  Utah 
BERRY  CROP  REPORTS 

While  I  am  here  I  would  like  also  to  men¬ 
tion  the  great  assistance  berry  producers  in 
iny  State  would  get  from  the  regular  receipt 
of  crop  reports.  I  understand  that  currently 
crop  reports  are  provided  only  for  the  straw¬ 
berry  and  cranberry  industries,  and  that  pro¬ 
ducers  of  eight  other-small  berries,  including 
blackberries,  dewberries,  boysenberries,  lo¬ 
ganberries,  raspberries,  youngberries,  blue¬ 
berries,  currants,  and  gooseberries,  do  not 
have  this  service.  I  am  told  unofficially -"by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  that  it  would 
be  possible  to  provide  three  reports  each 
year  for  each  crop — an  acreage  estimate,  a 
production  forecast,  and  a  final  report — for 
a  total  annual  appropriation  of  $125,009. 

My  colleague  from  Oregon,  Senator  Morse, 
is  taking  the  lead  in  proposing  that  $125,000 
be  written  into  the  agriculture  appropriation 
bill  for  this  purpose,  and  I  wish  to  support 
him  in  this  request.  Utah  is  a  heavy  berry 
producing  State. 

Thanks  for  your  time  and  consideration. 

Thank  you.  Senator  Russell. 

Senator  Russell.  Thank  you.  Senator 
Moss.  We  appreciate  your  appearance. 


Statement  by  Senators  Warren  G.  Mag- 

nuson  and  Henry  M.  Jackson,  of  Wash¬ 
ington 

EXPANSION  OF  CROP  REPORTING  "SERVICE  FOR 
BERRY  PRODUCERS 

While  an  additional  $125,000  to  expand 
the  crop  reporting  service  available .  to  our 
Pacific  Northwest  berry  producers  may  seem 
a  small  item,  it  certainly  is  an  item  of  ex¬ 
treme  importance  to  this  industry.  Talking 
with  Senator  Wayne  Morse,  we  are  assured 
that  berry  producers  in  Oregon  need  this 
information  as  badly  as  do  the  Washington 
growers. 

Cane  and  bush  berry  production  is  a  sig¬ 
nificant  crop  in  both  States. 

An  expansion  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Service,  currently  provided  for  only 
strawberries  and  cranberries,  would  result  in 
berry  growers  receiving  an  estimate  of  acre¬ 
age  production  forecast,  and  final  report  re¬ 
garding  each  crop  annually. 

Acting  Secretary  True  D.  Morse,  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  advised  on  April 
3  that  “the  cost  of  providing  crop  reports 
on  8  small  fruits  for  the  17  principal 
producing  States  is  estimated  at  $125,000.” 

The  eight  small  fruits  would  include  five 
cane  berries,  blackberries  and  dewberries, 
boysenberries,  loganberries,  raspberries,  and 
youngberries;  and  three  bush  berries,  blue¬ 
berries,  currants,  and  gooseberries. 

Value  of  these  crops  nationally  was  $28,- 
484,000  as  shown  by  the  1954  agricultural 
census.  Washington  production  accounted 
for  $3,575,000  of  this  total/-  and  Oregon 
$4,491,000. 

U.S;  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

April  22,  1959. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Agriculture  Subcommittee, 
Committee  on  Appropriations, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Russell:  Attached  are 
statements  which  we  have  prepared  in  sup¬ 
port  of  fiscal  1960  appropriations  for  (1) 
Federal  meat  Inspection,  (2)  the  school 
lunch  program,  (3)  the  special  milk  pro¬ 


gram,  (4)  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest 
control  and  (5)  for  expanding  the  crop-re¬ 
porting  service  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

I  would  appreciate  it  very  much  if  these 
statements  could  be  Incorporated  in  the 
record  of  your  subcommittee’s  hearings  on 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Kindest  personal  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 
Eugene  J.  McCarthy. 

Statement  of  Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey 
and  Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  EXPANDING  CROP-REPORTING 
SERVICE  OF  USDA 

Mr.  Chairman,  according  to  a  statistical 
table  developed  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  based  on  data  prepared  by 
the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  in  1954,  the  State  of 
Minnesota  is  one  of  the  17  largest  small- 
fruit-producing  States  in  the  country.  The 
eight  small  fruits  considered  in  this  report 
are  blackberries,  dewberries,  boysenberries, 
loganberries,  raspberries,  and  youngberries, 
all  of  the  cane-berry  variety,  and  blueberries, 
currants,  and  gooseberries  of  the  bush-berry 
group.  Minnesota  ranked  No.  8  among  the 
17  States  in  the  harvesting  of  raspberries  for 
sale. 

The  17  largest  small-fruit-producing  States 
are  Minnesota,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Michi¬ 
gan,  Wisconsin,  North  Carolina,  Alabama, 
Arkansas,  Texas,  Utah,  Washington,  Oregon, 
and  California. 

The  small  fruit  producers  in  these  States 
need  adequate  information  concerhing  small 
fruit  crops  in  order  to  make  intelligent  plans 
for  production.  Such  information  is  pre¬ 
pared  for  strawberry  and  cranberry  produc¬ 
ers  by  the  crop -reporting  service  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service.  However,  no  such  informa¬ 
tion  is  prepared  for  the  producers  of  the 
eight  small  fruits  mentioned  above. 

Each  year  the  crop -reporting  service  pre¬ 
pares  an  acreage  estimate,  a  production  fore¬ 
cast,  and  a  final  report  at  the  end  of  the 
season  for  strawberry  and  cranberry  produc¬ 
ers.  This  information  has  been  very  helpful 
to  producers  of  these  two  small  fruits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  producers  of  the  other  eight 
small  fruits  need  and  want  similar  informa¬ 
tion  concerning  their  crops. 

Therefore,  we  strongly  urge  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  to  favorably  report  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $125,000  each  year,  beginning 
with  the  coming  fiscal  year,  to  permit  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  expand  its 
crop-reporting  service  so  it  can  prepare  three 
reports  each  year  on  these  eight  small  fruits. 

Because  the  Department  of  Agriculture  al¬ 
ready  has  sufficient  authority  to  make  pro¬ 
posed  estimates  of  acreage,  production  fore¬ 
casts,  and  final  reports,  no  substantive  legis¬ 
lation  is  needed. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service, 

April  30,  1959. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture, 
Committee  on  Appropriations, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  desire  to  express 
my  concurrence  with  Senator  Wayne  Morse’s 
statement  of  April  20  before  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture,  regarding  an  addition  of 
$125,000  to  the  appropriation  for  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  in'fiseal  year  1960 
for  the  provision  of  crop-reporting  services 
to  cane  and  bush  berry  producers. 

Pennsylvania’s  secretary  of  agriculture, 
W.  L^Henning,  has  written  me  as  follows: 
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"First,  the  5-year  census  of  agriculture 
really  does  not  give  us  all  the  information 
we  jieed  about  such  minor  crops,  and  Sena¬ 
tor  Morse’s  proposals  would  help  to  correct 
this  situation.  Secondly,  the  same  crop-re¬ 
porting''  services  that  are  being  requested 
are  actually  being  performed  for  vegetable 
erops  such  as  celery,  lettuce,  and  spring  spin¬ 
ach,  each  of  which  has  a  lower  cash  value 
to  Pennsylvania  than  do  these  berries. 
Thirdly,  as  you  well  know,  our  Pennsylvania 


agriculture  is  highly  diversified  and  it  is 
such  cash  crops  as  these  berries  which  stabi¬ 
lize  Pennsylvania  agriculture  and  help  our 
farmers  maintain  a  reasonable  income.” 

I  am  attaching  excerpts  from  the  1949-54 
census  of  agriculture  covering  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  these  berries  in  Pennsylvania. 

Thank  you  for  giving  this  statement  your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph  S.  Clark. 


Blue¬ 

berries, 

1954 

Bush- 

berry, 

1949 

Rasp-  - 
berries, 
1954 

Cane 

berry, 

1949 

Other 

berries, 

1954 

Other 
berries,1 
1949  ■*- 

92 
107 
47,  722 
$19,  088 

1, 652 
924 
635,  414 
$266, 873 

2,048 
909 
703, 913 
$262,  375 

Acres  reported _ _ 

67 

245 

Value  of  produce - - 

- 1- . 

$33,685 

$56, 032 

i  Represents  black,  dew,  boysen,  logan,  goose,  young  berries. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Finance, 

April  23,  1959. 

Hon.  Carl  Hayden, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  At  the  present  time, 
crop-reporting  service  within  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service  of  the  USDA  is  pro¬ 
vided  only  for  strawberries  and  cranberries. 

The  cost  of  providing  crop  reports  on  eight 
small  fruits  for  the  17  principal  producing 
States  is  estimated  at  $125,000  per  year. 

In  order  that  our  berry  producers  may 
have  adequate  information  upon  which  to 
plan  their  production  of  these  important 
crops  intelligently,  I  urge  the  committee’s 
consideration  of  this  appropriation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Eugene  J.  McCarthy. 

Letters  and  Statements  Supporting  Exten¬ 
sion  and  Expansion  of  Crop  and  Livestock 

Reporting  Service 

Senator  Russell.  I  have  a  statement  here 
from  Senator  Morse,  of  Oregon,  plus  six 
letters  sent  by  or  to  Senator  Morse  and  sev¬ 
eral  resolutions  by  the  Northwest  Berry  As¬ 
sociation;  a  letter  from  Senator  Lausche  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Senator  Hayden  as  chairman  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  dated  April 
14,  1959;  a  letter  from  Senator  Neuberger  to 
myself  as  chairman  of  this  subcommittee, 
dated  April  13,  1959,  and  my  reply  dated 
April  14,  1959;  and  a  letter  from  Senator 
Proxmire  addressed  to  me  as  chairman  of 
this  subcommittee,  dated  April  14,  1959,  and 
my  reply  dated  April  15,  1959,  all  pertaining 
to  this  subject  and  all  of  which  will  be 
placed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

(The  letters  referred  to  follow:) 

“STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  WAYNE  MORSE 

"Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  pleased  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  subcommittee  this  statement  in 
behalf  of  the  addition  of  $125,000  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service  in  fiscal  year  1960  for  the  provision 
of  crop  reporting  services  to  cane  and  bush- 
berry  producers. 

"There  is  a  continuing  and  growing  need 
for  the  three  reports  a  year  which  would  be 
made  available  if  the  funds  are  provided. 
The  reports  would  include  an  acreage  esti¬ 
mate,  a  production  forecast,  and  a  final  re¬ 
port,  which  would  be  of  great  value  to  the 
farmers  of  the  17  States  whose  production  in 
1954  accounted  for  95  percent  of  the  crops. 

"The  tables  I  submit  to  the  subcommittee 
set  forth  basic  statistical  data  on  crops  and 
give  the  number  of  growers  who  would  be 
benefited  by  the  proposed  action.  These 
tables  were  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  at  my  request.  I  ask  the 
consent  of  the  subcommittee  that,  together 
with  copies  of  pertinent  correspondence  with 
the  Department,  these  tables  be  printed  in 


the  hearing  record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
statement. 

“In  order  that  the  subcommittee  may  ap¬ 
preciate  the  importance  of  the  desired  re¬ 
porting  service  to  the  producers  of  my 
State  I  should  like  to  quote  from  a  letter  re¬ 
ceived  from  Mr.  Robert  L.  Conroy  of  the 
Conroy  Packing  Co.,  Woodburn,  Oreg.  In  a 
letter  dated  March  13,  he  said,  in  part: 
“  ‘Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

“  ‘Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

"  ‘Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

“‘Gentlemen:  You  will  recair  a  recent 
letter  from  Paul  T.  Rowell  of  the  Oregon  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  regard  to  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  crop  reporting  on 
caneberries. 

“  ‘I  would  like  to  emphasize  again  the  se¬ 
rious  need  for  such  crop  reporting  and  fore¬ 
casting  among  our  hundreds  of  caneberry 
producing  farms  in  Oregon.  It  is  extremely 
difficult  for  the  growers  and  processing  firms 
to  properly  market  this  fruit  without  ade¬ 
quate  knowledge  of  the  crop  or  acreage  both 
in  this  State  and  in  competing  States  such 
as  Michigan  and  New  York. 

“  ‘The  market  on  these  canefruits  has  been 
characterized  by  extreme  ranges  of  price 
from  highs  of  15  cents  per  pound  to  lows  of 
5  cents  per  pound.  And  when  you  realize 
that  production  costs  and  costs  of  the  fin¬ 
ished  product  to  the  consumer  are  quite 
stable,  you  can  see  what  these  wild  fluctua¬ 
tions  are  doing  to  grower  and  processors.  It 
results  in  lack  of  confidence  all  along  the 
line. 

“  ‘It  is  my  personal  feeling  that  if  we  had 
proper  crop  reporting  and  forecasting  de¬ 
veloped  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice,  we  would  see  the  above  price  fluctua¬ 
tions  modify  to  a  workable  9-  to  12-cent  level 
which  would  reflect  normal  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  and  be  within  workable  range. 

“  ‘When  you  realize  that  this  is  a  $10 
million  industry  here  in  Oregon’  which  could 
become  even  greater  with  stable  marketing, 
you  can  see  its  importance  to  the  State’s 
economy.  Certainly  we  need  new  industry 
in  Oregon  but  we  also  could  do  as  much 
good  by  improving  the  industry  we  now  have 
here  and  in  operation. 

“  ‘Please  note,  too,  that  this  Is  in  no  way  a 
price  suported  industry  at  huge  cost  to  the 
taxpayer.  We  simply  need  some  statistical 
work  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
at  a  fraction  of  the  cost  of  the  supported 
crops.  We  can  do  our  own  work  but  we 
need  a  bit  of  help  on  these  marketing  statis¬ 
tics  or  crop  reporting.’ 

“Again  on  March  27,  in  response  to  my 
request  for  additional  information  he  wrote  : 
"  ‘Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

“  ‘U.S.  Senator, 

"  ‘Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

“  ‘Dear  Senator  Morse:  Thank  you  kindly 
for  your  letter  of  March  19  in  regard  to  ob¬ 
taining  an  adequate  crop  reporting  program 


on  caneberries  with  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

“  ‘I  wish  to  provide  some  specific  cases 
which  will  clearly  show  the  need  for  such 
crop  reporting. 

“  ‘In  1957  the  total  crop  of  blackberries  in 
the  Northwest  was  24  million  pounds.  This 
represented  a  fast  buildup  from  the  1950-55 
average  of  15  million  pounds.  Frozen  fruit 
processors,  thinking  -that  new  plantings  and 
other  factors  might  increase  the  total  to  30 
million  pounds  or  over  in  1958,  dropped  the 
grower  price  from  8  to  5  cents  in  anticipation 
of  a  huge  surplus.  Many  sales  to  eastern 
preservers  were  made  bn  that  basis  before 
the  actual  pack  was  known.  The  actual  pack 
turned  out  to  be  21  million  pounds  and  thus 
far  below  the  early  estimate.  But  when  this 
was  known,  it  was  too  late  to  raise  the 
grower  price  because  most  final  sales  had 
been  made.  This  represented  a  loss  to  the 
growers  of  a  minimum  of  1  to  2  cents  a 
pound  or  $210,000  to  $420,000. 

“  ‘In  1957  the  total  crop  of  raspberries  in 
the  Northwest  was  32  million  pounds.  Again 
there  was  a  fast  buildup  from  the  1950-55 
average'  of  18  million  pounds.  Likewise  the 
processors  were  cautious  because  further  pro¬ 
duction  of  35  million  or  more  was  expected 
in  1958.  The  actual  grower  price  was  10 
cents  a  pound,  down  from  16  cents  the  pre¬ 
vious  year.  Many  sales  were  made  at  the 
begining  of  the  season  to  eastern  buyers. 
But  the  actual  pack  turned  out  to  be  24  mil¬ 
lion,  or  far  less  than  expected.  This  repre¬ 
sented  a  grower  loss  of  about  2  cents  a  pound 
or  $480,000. 

“  ‘One  very  good  reason  for  the  processors 
being  overly  cautious  was  that  in  1956,  after 
a  winter’s  freeze,  processors  estimated  a 
blackberry  pack  of  8-9  million  pounds  for 
1956.  Accordingly,  a  15-cent  grower  price 
was  named  up  from  10  cents  the  previous 
year.  The  actual  pack  turned  out  to  be  13 
million,  or  far  more  than  expected,  and 
processors  lost  an  average  of  3  cents  a  pound, 
or  about  $390,000  on  this  one  fruit  alone. 

“  ‘Again  in  1957,  blackberry  processors  were 
expecting  a  normal  crop  of  about  18  million 
pounds  and  set  the  grower  price  and  sale 
price  of  finished  products  accordingly.  An 
actual  pack  of  24  million  pounds  caused 
heavy  losses  before  the  extra  6  million  were 
finally  sold.  A  chaotic  market  resulted  with 
some  packers  who  sold  early  coming  out  all 
right  but  later  ones  suffering  the  full  loss 
from  depressed  prices  when  the  surplus  be¬ 
came  known.  Even  eastern  preservers  who 
bought,  early  in  good  faith  at  the  higher  price 
were  then  faced  with  depressed  jam  and  jelly 
prices  at  the  chainstore  level  put  out  by  pre¬ 
servers  who  waited  and  bought  their  raw 
product  after  western  prices  had  declined 
about  3  cents  a  pound. 

“  ‘These  are  examples  of  poorly  managed 
marketing  brought  about  by  lack  of  good 
statistical  crop  reporting  and  forecasting.  It 
is  granted  that  good  crop  reporting  will  not 
solve  all  problems,  but  it  will  remove  the 
wild  variations  in  price  levels  which  have 
troubled  the , caneberry  industry  for  many 
years.  * 

“  ‘Another  application  of  crop  reporting  is 
the  publication  of  acreage  changes  in  a  given 
fruit  in  different  growing  areas.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  the  1950-55  average  production  of  black 
raspberries  in  Oregon  was  4.7  million  pounds. 
This  increased  to  8.9  million  in  1958.  Per¬ 
haps  the  industry  could  have  absorbed  this 
increase  but  at  the  same  time  Michigan 
growers  stepped  up  their  acreage  and  pro¬ 
duction  from  an  old  average  of  2  million 
pounds  to  a  1958  level  of  7.6  million  pounds. 
Thus  the  national  crop  of  this  one  fruit  had 
in  a  few  years  gone  from  6.9  million  to  16.5 
million.  Grower  prices  on  black  raspberries 
have  fallen  from  a  reasonable  22  cents  a 
pound  to  the  present  9  cents  a  pound.  This 
is  about  7  cents  a  pound  below  the  actual 
cost  of  production  or  a  nationwide  loss  to 
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those  growers  of  $1,155,000  on  this  one  cane- 
berry  crop. 

“  ‘These  huge  losses  are  caused  by  overpro¬ 
duction  with  growers  in  Oregon  planting 
heavy  acreage,  not  knowing  that  Michigan 
growers  were  doing  likewise.  Michigan  grow¬ 
ers  had  no  way  of  knowing  the  extent  of  our 
Oregon  planting.  It  is  obvious  that  with 
proper  knowledge  brought  about  by  crop  re¬ 
porting,  growers  in  both  States  would  have 
used  more  restraint  in  planting  such  a  sur¬ 
plus.  A  similar  tragedy  exists  among  the 
gooseberry  growers  of  Oregon  who  now  re¬ 
ceive  5  cents  a  pound  for  a  fruit  that  was 
worth  12  cents  a  few  years  ago.  Economists 
will  quickly  verify  that  they  are  now  3  cents 
below  the  cost  of  production. 

“  ‘The  sad  part  is  that  each  grower  put  up 
$150  per  acre  in  planting  such  fruit  and  is 
reluctant  to  plow  out  such  a  good  planting 
when  it  is  a  surplus  commodity.  Acreage 
reduction  to  normal  again  is  slow  and  pain¬ 
ful.  Losses  continue  for  2  to  4  years.  Good 
advance  acreage  and  market  knowledge 
would  have  avoided  surplus  planting  before 
it  happened. 

“  ‘Some  of  these  overplanting  problems  are 
resulting  from  growers  having  their  acreage 
reduced  on  grains  and  other  price-supported 
crops  arid  then  going  blindly  into  cane- 
berries  which  were  formerly  profitable  but 
not  any  more. 

“  ‘The  above  cases  are  taken  from  experi¬ 
ence  of  industry  members  and  can  be  quick¬ 
ly  verified  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

“  ‘All  of  the  other  fruits  that  have  crop 
reporting,  such  as  strawberries  and  cran¬ 
berries,  have  shown  .relative  stability  over 
the  past  10  years.  Changes  in  the  crop  pro¬ 
duction  picture  bring  about  immediate  small 
corrective  changes  to  the  grower  price  level. 
At  present,  crop  reporting  on  strawberries 
indicates  a  5-percent  reduction  in  acreage 
nationwide.  This  tells  the  industry  that  a 
slightly  firmer  market  is  in  prospect.  A 
small  improvement  in  the  grower  price  level 
for  this  fruit  will  become  evident  in  time 
to  do  some  good.  Processors  will  raise  the 
grower  price  with  confidence  on  strawber¬ 
ries  in  1959.  Even  if  a  reduction  in  acreage 
on  caneberries  were  guessed  by  industry, 
processors  would  raise  prices  very  cautiously 
and  slowly,  perhaps  too  late  to  do  any  good, 
because  they  simply  have  no  confidence  in 
guesses,  only  good  statistical  crop  reporting. 

“  ‘Likewise,  the  preserve  industry  which 
uses  large  quantities  of  caneberries  has  very 
little  confidence,  because  guesses  have  been 
so  costly  in  the  past.  Bankers,  too,  would 
welcome  crop  reporting,  because  this  would 
add  stability  to  their  loans  to  canetaerry 
growers  and  packers. 

“  ‘Good  statistical  crop  reporting  and  fore¬ 
casting  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice  would  be  a  valued  investment  that  would 
return  the  cost  about  fivefold  each  year. 

“  ‘Oregon  raises  raspberries,  blackberries, 
boysenberries,  loganberries,  and  related 
gooseberries.  Washington  has  identical 
crops.  California  has  boysenberries.  Michi¬ 
gan  has  raspberries. 

“  ‘Your  help  in  promoting  crop  reporting 
for  our  industry  is  sincerely  appreciated  by 
all  of  its  members.  Any  information  that 
you  wish  will  be  gladly  provided.’ 

“I  should  like  in  this  connection  to  pay 
tribute  to  Paul  T.  Rowell,  chief  of  the 
division  of  market  development  of  the  Ore¬ 
gon  State  Department  of  Agriculture,  who 
has  been  working  closely  with  me  on  this 
matter,  as  evidenced  by  his  letter,  dated 
March  16,  which  I  shall  appreciate  having 
made  a  part  of  the  record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  statement.  Mr.  Rowell’s  words  speak 
more  persuasively  than  mine. 

“I  have  canvassed  this  matter  with  the 
Senators  from  the  17  States  most  affected 
by  the  proposal.  In  letters  similar  to  the  one 
addressed  to  my  colleague  on  April  8,  1959, 
I  presented  them  with  the  information  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 


culture'and  asked  them  to  make  their  views 
known  to  the  subcommittee.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  be-able  to  report  that  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  support  from  a  large  number  of  those 
to  whom  I  had  written.  The  record  will 
show  conclusively  that  there  is  solid  backing 
for  the  proposal  which  is  a  bipartisan  one 
and  which  affects  all  sections  of  the  Nation. 

“I  conclude  with  bringing  to  the  attention 
of  the  subcommittee  a  resolution  signed  by 
52  growers  who  are  members  of  the  North¬ 
west  Berry  Association.  This  resolution 
strongly  supports  the  appropriation  for  cane- 
berry  crop  reporting  services.  I  ask  that  it 
be.  printed  in  the  hearing  record  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  my  statement. 

“Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present 
this  request  for  the  modest  sum  necessary 
to  achieve  a  service  urgently  needed  and 
greatly  desired  by  the  tens  of  thousands  of 
farmers  who  grow  these  crops.  I  sincerely 
hope  you  will  recommend  the  appropriation 
of  $125,000  requested  for  this  worthwhile 
purpose  and  that  you  will  be  able  to  retain  it 
in  conference.’’ 

“State  of  Oregon, 
“Department  of  Agriculture, 

“Salem,  February  16, 1959. 
“Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

“Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

“ Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

“Gentlemen:  You  will  recall  that  last 
spring  you  joined  in  a  request  to  Senator 
Richard  B.  Russell,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommittee, 
urging  that  the  subcommittee  approve  in¬ 
clusion  of  appropriations  for  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  crop  reporting  on  cane 
berries.  This  would  cover  8  crops  in  17  States 
and  would  provide  3  reports:  One  for  acre¬ 
age,  a  crop  forecast,  and  a  final  report,  at  a 
cost  estimated  by  the  USDA  at  around 
$125,000  per  year. 

“In  the  meantime  caneberry  industry  fac¬ 
tors  and  others  interested  in  Oregon  and 
Washington  have  indicated  the  need  for  in¬ 
formation  on  acreage  and  production  esti¬ 
mates  for  a  number  of  varieties  of  berries 
that  are  not  now  included  in  the  USDA  re¬ 
ports.  The  Northwest  Canners  &  Freezers 
Association  last  April  mailed  a  questionnaire 
to  their  berry  processor  members,  with  a  re¬ 
sponse  that  was  surprising  even  to  its  officers. 
Executive  Vice  President  Cecil  R.  Tulley  re¬ 
ported  that  a  total  of  24  firms  in  Oregon  and 
Washington  responded  to  the  questionnaire 
and  all  of  them  except  one  favored  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  acreage  and  production  estimate 
reports  by  the  crop  reporting  service  on  the 
berries  they  pack,  including  red  raspberries, 
blackberries,  boysenberries,  black  raspberries, 
loganberries,  and  gooseberries,  with  not  all 
handling  all  of  these  kinds. 

“At  the  annual  meeting  of  the  USDA  De¬ 
ciduous  Fruit  and  Tree  Nut  Research  and 
Marketing  Advisory  Committee,  its  Chair¬ 
man,  Dr.  J.  Harold  Clarke,  of  Long  Beach, 
Wash.,  and  its  member,  Mr.  Ralph  E.  Dug- 
dale,  of  Cornelius,  Oreg.,  made  strong  presen¬ 
tations  explaining  the  need  for  caneberry 
acreage  and  crop  estimates.  Mr.  Reginald 
Royston,  head  of  the  Division  of  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Statistics  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service,  stated  that  the  lack  of  a  cane¬ 
berry  program  was  a  big  ap  in  their  crop 
reporting  service. 

“The  need  for  a  caneberry  crop  reporting 
service  was  graphically  illustrated  during  the 
1958  season.  With  heavy  carryover  stocks, 
market  prices  to  processors  and  by  them  to 
growers  were  very  low  until  after  the  crops 
were  harvested  and  processed.  Even  though 
1958  production  was  reduced  sufficiently  to 
justify  better  prices,  it  was  impossible  to 
convince  eastern  wholesalers  of  this  until  it 
was  borne  out  by  final  storage  figures  after 
harvest.  As  a  result  many  producers  and 
processors  who  had  jo  sell  during  the  harvest 
season  were  forced  to  take  lower  prices  than 
were  available  later  on. 


“Another  illustration  is  in  the  lack  of  re¬ 
liable  acreage  information,  particularly  be-'' 
tween  areas  in  different  parts  of  the  country. 
As  an  example,  substantial  planting  of  black 
raspberries  were  made  in  the  Willamette 
Valley  during  the  past  few  years  without 
proper  knowledge  of  heavy  plantings  also  in 
the  Michigan  area.  _  This  resulted  last  year 
in  low  market  prices  which  might  have  been 
largely  avoided  through  lesser  plantings  with 
the  benefit  of  up  to  date  acreage  data  de¬ 
veloped  through  an  adequate  acreage  report¬ 
ing  service. 

“With  most  of  the  members  of  the  USDA 
Fruit  and  Tree  Nut  Research  and  Marketing 
Advisory  Committee  having  primary  inter¬ 
ests  in  such  broad  and  important  proposals 
as  increasing  market  news  reporting  of  truck 
receipts,  annual  tree  fruit  and  nut  acreage 
estimates,  objective  methods  of  estimating 
production,  etc.,  and  with  Chairman  Clarke 
the  only  member  on  the  15-man  committee 
directly  interested  in  small  fruits,  it  is  not 
surprising  that  the  committee  members  as 
a  whole  gave  highestpriority  to  the  proposals - 
which  seemed  most  important  to  their  phases 
of  the  fruit  and  tree  nut  industry.  Thus, 
small  fruit  production  was  left  in  its  No.  7 
priority  rating  as  the  committee  listed  this 
item  last  year.  . 

“While  the  advisory  committee  rating  may 
not  reflect  it,  there  is  no  question  that  all  of 
its  members  now  realize  the  need  for  an  ade¬ 
quate  crop  reporting  service  and  should  at 
least  be  sympathetic  toward  any  efforts  or 
action  by  the  Congress  in  its  behalf.  Your 
continued  efforts  on  this  important  matter 
will  be  deeply  appreciated  by  and  in  behalf 
of  our  Willamette  Valley  producers,  proc¬ 
essors,  and  the  labor  affected,  particularly 
the  many  schoolchildren  and  others  thus 
employed  during  the  summer  months. 

“Sincerely  yours, 

“Paul  T.  Rowell, 

“Chief,  Division  of  Market  Development." 

“February  19,  1959. 

“Hon.  Ezra  T.  Benson, 

“Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

“Washington,  D.C. 

“Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  You  will  recall  that 
in  the  85th  Congress  I  urged  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  through  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  give  careful  at¬ 
tention  to  the  possibility  of  including  within 
the  scope  of  operations  of  that  agency  report¬ 
ing  services  for  caneberries. 

“A  recent  letter  from  Mr.  Paul  T.  Rowell, 
chief  of  division  of  market  development. 
State  of  Oregon  Department  of  Agriculture, 
was  of  great  interest  to  me  and,  since  it  bears 
upon  the  problem,  I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  it 
for  your  information. 

“I  would  appreciate  very  much  an  early  in¬ 
dication  from  the  Department  as  to  whether 
or  not  it  proposes  in  the  near  future  to  give 
consideration  to  the  request  of  the  caneberry 
growers  for  crop  reporting  services. 

"Sincerely  yours, 

“Wayne  Morse.”  . 

“Department  of  Agriculture, 
“Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1959. 
“Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

“U.  S.  Senate. 

“Dear  Senator  Morse:  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  inquiry  of  February  19  concerning  the 
possibility  of  the  inauguration  of  statistical 
reports  for  caneberries  by  the  Department. 

“Last  year,  following  a  similar  inquiry  from 
your  office,  some  information  relating  to  the 
problem  of  inaugurating  such  estimates  for 
caneberries  and  small  fruits  in  the  17  prin¬ 
cipal  producing  States  was  provided.  At  that 
time  it  was  stated  that  the  heavy  program 
of  work  carried  by  the  Agricultural  Estimates 
Division  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice  made  it  impossible  to  undertake  new  proj¬ 
ects,  such  as  estimates  for  caneberries,  with 
existing  facilities.  The  same  situation  exists 
today. 


1959 
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“We  are  sympathetic  to  the  problem  of  the 
small  fruit  and  berry  producers  and  appre¬ 
ciate  their  need  for  crop -reporting  services 
on  these  crops.  We  shall  be  glad  to  render 
these  services  as  soon  as  the  resources  avail¬ 
able  to  us  permit. 

"Sincerely  yours, 

“Clarence  L.  Miller, 

" Assistant  Secretary ." 

"March  12, 1959. 

"Hon.  Ezra  Taft  Benson-, 

“Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

“Washington,  D.C. 

"Dear  Mr.  Secrbtary:  In  order  that  I 
might  have  current  information  to  present 
to  the  Agricultural  Subcommittee  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  cost  of  inaugurating  a  program 
within  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Vhich  would 
provide  reports  on  acreage  forecasts  and  final 
reports  on  8  caneberry  crops  in  the  17  prin¬ 
cipal  producing  States,  I  need  to  determine 
from  your  agency  your  best  estimate  as  to 
the  first  year  appropriations  needed  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  program,  as  well  as  what  would  be 
needed  in  subsequent  years,  upon  an  annual 
basis,  to  carry  such  a  program  out. 

"It  would  also  be  helpful  if  you  would 
provide  with  your  reply  such  data  as  may  be 
available  to  the  Service  with  respect  to  the 
cash  receipts  to  farmers  in  the  17  largest 
producing  States,  the  number  of  farmers  re¬ 
ceiving  these  receipts,  and  the  average  size 
of  farm  holdings  producing  these  crops. 

“I  note  that  in  your  March  2,  1959,  reply 
to  my  February  19  inquiry  on  this  general 
subject  you  did  not,  as  in  the  previous  year, 
indicate  what  priority  listing  caneberry  re¬ 
porting  services  currently  enjoy  within  the 
departmental  listing  of  desirable  functions 
not  currently  enforced.  This  information 
would,  in  my  judgment,  be  helpful  to  me  in 
preparing  my  presentation. 

“I  would  assume  the  Department  feels  that 
crop  reporting  services  are  of  benefit  to  the 
American  farmer.  Any  recent  publication  or 
release  by  the  Department  outlining  the 
views  made  known  to  the  Department  by 
farmers  with  respect  to  this  service  would  be 
helpful  to  me. 

"While  I  can  understand  that  in  a  time 
of  budget  stringency  the  Department  might 
not  feel  free  to  advocate  the  extension  of 
such  services  to  farmers  as  I  propose,  never¬ 
theless  I  should  appreciate,  if  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  able  to  do  so,  receiving  assurances 
that  the  extension  of  the  Crop  reporting 
service  would  not  be  opposed  on  other  than 
budgetary  grounds. 

“Sincerely  yours, 

"Wayne  Morse.” 

*■  “State  of  Oregon, 
"Department  of  Agriculture. 

“Salem,  March  16,  1959. 
"Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

“Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

"Dear  Senator  Morse:  Thanks  for  your 
letter  of  March  12  advising  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  not  included  in 
their  appropriation  estimates  a  request  for 
supplemental  funds  for  a  crop  reporting 
service  for  caneberries,  but  that  you  are 
asking  them  to  furnish  you  with  some  statis¬ 
tical  information  which  may  be  helpful  to 
the  committee  when  it  considers  the  agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill. 

“In  response  to  your  suggestion  for  any 
information  we  would  like  to  have  you  pre¬ 
sent,  we  are  checking  with  caneberry  indus¬ 


try  factors  as  to  any  statistics  which  can  be 
developed  substantiating  statements  which 
we  made  in  their  behalf  in  my  letter  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  16  to  you.  We  believe  this  can  be  done 
within  the  next  10  days  and  trust  that  this 
will  be  in  time  to  be  of  assistance  to  you  in 
your  presentation  to  the  committee. 

"With  kindest  regards,  I  am, 

"Sincerely, 

“Paul  T.  Rowell, 

“Chief,  Division  of  Market  Development.” 

"Department  of  Agriculture, 
“Washington,  D.C.,  April  3, 1959. 
"Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

“U.S.  Senate. 

"Dear  Senator  Morse:  Pursuant  to  the  re¬ 
quest  contained  in  your  letter  of  March  12, 
1959,  the  cost  of  providing  crop  reports  on  8 
small  fruits  for  the  17  principal  producing 
States  is  estimated  at  $125,000  per  year.  The 
eight  small  fruits  include  five  caneberries — 
blackberries  and  dewberries,  boysenberries, 
loganberries,  raspberries,  and  youngberries — 
and  three  bushberries — blueberries,  currants, 
and  gooseberries.  Costs  have  been  figured 
on  the  basis  of  providing  three  reports  a  year 
for  each  crop — an  acreage  estimate,  a  pro¬ 
duction  forecast,  and  a  final  report  at  the 
end  of  the  season.  The  estimate  of  $125,000 
per  year  applies  both  to  establishing  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  to  continuing  it  in  subsequent 
years.  You  understand,  of  course,  that  this 
estimated  cost  cannot  be  considered  as  offi¬ 
cial  or  as  a  recommendation  by  this  Depart¬ 
ment,  since  it  has  not  had  budgetary  con¬ 
sideration  in  either  the  Department  or  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

“In  obtaining  information  on  these  spe¬ 
cialty  crops  one  of  the  biggest  problems  is 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  up-to- 
date  lists  and  securing  current  reports  from 
numerous  small  producers. 

"We  are  enclosing  two  tables  which  sum¬ 
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marize  the  1954  U.S.  census  data  available 
for  these  crops.  Table  1  lists  the  value  of 
each  of  the  8  small  fruits  in  each  of  the  17 
States  that  had  a  significant  production  of 
that  crop  in  1954.  Table  2  shows  1954  census 
data  on  the  number  of  growers,  average  acre¬ 
age  per  grower,  and  value  for  each  of  the 
eight  small  fruits.  These  census  value  fig¬ 
ures  relate  to  production  harvested  for  sale. 
For  simplicity  the  figures  in  table  2  are  based 
on  the  census  totals  for  all  States.  Table  1 
shows  that  the  17  principal  producing  States 
account  for  about  95  percent  of  the  value  of 
these  8  crops  for  all  States. 

"This  matter  was  considered  by  the  Decid¬ 
uous  Fruit  and  Tree  Nut  Research  and  Mar¬ 
keting  Advisory  Committee  at  their  last 
meeting,  January  5-8,  1959.  Other  matters 
were  considered  by  the  committee  of  interest 
to  the  fruit  and  tree  nut  industry,  such  as 
market  news  reporting  of  truck  receipts,  an¬ 
nual  fruit  and  nut  acreage  estimates,  objec¬ 
tive  methods  of  estimating  production,  etc. 
The  Department  plans  to  make  provision  in 
its  estimates  for  these  various  items,  among 
others  in  an  orderly  manner  as  resources 
available  to  us  permit. 

“Since  most  of  the  comments  from  farmers 
are  received  in  the  various  State  offices,  we 
have  not  endeavored  to  prepare  a  general 
publication  outlining  farmers’  views  with 
respect  to  the  value  of  crop  reports.  How¬ 
ever,  the  fact  that  over  one-half  million 
farmers  report  one  or  more  times  a  year  with¬ 
out  any  compensation  except  the  reports 
they  receive  is  of  itself'  an  indication  of  the 
importance  placed  on  this  service  by  farmers. 
Farmer  interest  is  also  demonstrated  by  the 
fact  that  both  growers  and  processors  of 
small  fruits  in  your  State  have  joined  in  the 
request  for  reports  on  these  crops. 

"Sincerely  yours, 

“True  D.  Morse, 
“Acting  Secretary." 


“Table  1. — Selected  small  fruits  1 — Value  of  production  harvested  for  sale,  195 4  U.S. 

census 


•  "[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 


“State 

Black¬ 

berries 

and 

dew¬ 

berries 

Boysen¬ 

berries 

Logan¬ 

berries 

Rasp¬ 
berries  2 

Young¬ 

berries 

Blue¬ 

berries 

Cur¬ 

rants 

Goose¬ 

berries 

Total,  8 
crops  2 

Maine  ...  .  _ _ _ 

$48 

$2, 067 
232 
64 
3,  744 

$2, 115 
232 
1,517 
3,  875 
267 
318 
5,688 
113 
192 
361 
324 
130 
692 
113 
3,575 
4, 491 
3, 078 

Massachusetts _ 

New  York . . . 

1,130 

131 

267 

318 

2,723 

113 

192 

$323. 

New  Jersey _ _ _ 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

Ohio . . . . . 

Michigan  . . . . 

$331 

2,560 

74 

Wisconsin  _ _ _ 

Minnesota _ 

North  Carolina _  . 

98 

324 

263 

Alabama _ _ _ 

Arkansas _ 

$130 

Texas. _ 

692 

Utah. . >_ . . . . 

113 

2,754 

2,227 

429 

Washington _ _ _ 

544 

1,060 

92 

$41 

231 

197 

179 

57 

Oregon.' _ _ 

828 

2,268 

$145 

$92 

17  States.. . . . . 

3, 141 

3,226 

469 

10, 445 

92 

9,109 

454 

145 

27, 081 

All  States . . . . . 

3, 366 

3^295 

475 

11,004 

126 

9,  522 

518 

176 

28, 482 

Percent  a  . 

93 

98 

99 

95 

73 

96 

88 

82 

95 

1  The  term  “Selected  small  fruits”  includes  5  caneberries  and  3  bushberries  as  follows:  Caneberries:  Blackberries 
and  dewberries,  boysenberries,  loganberries,  raspberries,  youngberries.  Bushberries:  Blueberries,  currants,  goose¬ 
berries. 

The  Department’s  present  program  of  small  fruit  estimates  covers  only  cranberries  and  strawberries. 

2  Separate  estimates  are  needed  for  red  raspberries  and  black  raspberries,  making  the  equivalent  of  9  crops. 

*  17  States  as  a  percent  of  all  States. 

Source:  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Statistics  Branch,  Agricultural  Estimates  Division,  AMS,  USDA,  Mar.  17,  1959. 
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“Table  2. — Selected  small  fruits — Number  of  growers  and  acres  and  value  of  production 
harvested  for  sale,  United  States,  1954,  U.8.  census 


“  Crop 

Number  of 
growers 

Acres  har¬ 
vested  for 
sale 

Average 
acreage  per 
grower 

Value 

Average 
value  per 
acre 

Caneberries: 

5,872 

2,554 

577 

10, 621 
5,412 
1,022 
23,  868 
291 

1.8 
2. 1 

$3, 366,  00V 
3,  295,  000 
475,  000 
11,  004,  000 
126,000 

9,  522,  000 
618,  000 
176,  000 

$317 

609 

1.  8 

465 

22,  399 
334 

1. 1 

461 

.9 

433 

Bushberries: 

4, 065 
851 

42, 812 

1, 130 

10.  5 

222 

1.3 

458 

301 

'442 

1.5 

398 

85,  598 

28,  482,  000 

333” 

Source:  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Statistics  Branch,  Agricultural  Estimates  Division,  AMS,  TJSDA,  Mar.  17,  1959. 


“RESOLUTION  OF  WOODBURN  FRUIT  GROWERS’ 
COOPERATIVE  ASSOCIATION,  WOODBURN,  OREG. 

“ Resolved ,  That  the  Northwest  Berry  As¬ 
sociation  go  on  record  in  favor  of  recom¬ 
mending  that  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  expand  their  crop  reporting  service 
estimates  to  include  other  small  fruits  as 
well  as  strawberries,  that  they  contain  acre¬ 
age,  cold  storage,  estimated  tonnage  for  the 
year,  and  the  tonnage  that  the  trade  can 
consume,  and  that  the  reports  be  published 
monthly. 

“Herbert  E.  Steiner,  Emil  Kraft,  L.  L. 
Cooper,  Avis  A.  Giffeis,  B.  O.  Belden, 
Ben  Hochhalter,  E.  F.  Kennedy,  Charles 
H.  White,  L.  Roy  Ewing,  Pete  Holt, 
C.  H.  Steiner,  Ronald  X.  Smith,  Axel 
H.  Hanson,  Wilford  Nelson,  Cecil  O. 
McKay,  Louis  Pflaum,  Alden  Waterson, 
C.  J.  Montagne,  N.  L.  Groswold,  Alan 
Misba,  William  Kaisn,  Ernest  E.  Culli- 
son,  Clarence  C.  Cummings,  Marvin 
M.  Richter,  F.  L.  Shipley,  I.  L.  Tallinan, 
Arthur  Needham,  Leonard  Larson, 
Thomas  McNultie,  Howard  L.  Dudley, 
Andrew  Boutain,  W.  H.  Welch,  Chris 
T.  Jochanz,  Hjalmute  Mattson,  E.  F. 
Leming,  W.  C.  Bacon,  L.  H.  Roach, 
John  Beecraft,  Lewis  A.  McBeth.’’ 

“RESOLUTION  TO  HAVE  THE  UNITED  STATES  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  EXPAND  CROP  RE¬ 
PORTING  SERVICE  ESTIMATES  TO  INCLUDE  THE 
FOLLOWING  FRUITS:  RED  RASPBERRIES,  BLACK¬ 
BERRIES,  RASPBERRIES,  BOYSENBERRIES,  LOGAN¬ 
BERRIES,  BLACKBERRIES,  GOOSEBERRIES 

"Whereas  unknown  crop  acreages  and  crop 
conditions  have  caused  (1)  wide  market 
price  fluctuations;  (2)  unsettled  market  con¬ 
ditions;  (3)  serious  financial  losses  to 
growers,  processors,  and  product  manufac¬ 
turers;  (4)  lack  of  confidence  by  all  con¬ 
cerned  :  be  it 

" Resolved ,  That  since  this  is  a  $10  million 
industry  in  the  State  of  Oregon  and  therefore 
vital  to  our  Oregon  economy,  the  undersigned 
persons  or  organizations  request  that  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  expand  their 
crop  reporting  service  estimates  to  include 
the  above  fruits  and  that  reports  be  published 
monthly  to  include  acreage  estimates,  cold 
storage  holdings,  estimated  tonnage  for  the 
year,  and  estimated  tonnage  that  the  trade 
can  normally  consume. 

“E.  R.  Mette,  Frank  J.  Burke,  Marvin  Van 
Cleve,  Fred  Safli,  Bill  Shim,  B.  O.  Mel- 
den,  J.  M.  Coulson,  Alan  D.  Wiesner, 
A.  E.  Oldenburg,  Pierre  Saucy,  Stan¬ 
ley  Sneed,  Donald  Davidson,  Ed 
Zielinski.” 

“U.S.  Senate, 

-“Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

“April  14, 1959. 

“Hon.  Carl  Hayden, 

“Chairman,  Appropriations  Committee, 
“U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

“Dear  Senator  Hayden  :  I  am  informed  that 
there  Will  be  presented  to  your  committee  a 


request  for  "funds  for  an  expansion  within 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  which  would 
permit  new  crop  reporting  services  which 
would  be  of  value  to  farmers  in  17  States,  in¬ 
cluding  Ohio. 

“Currently,  I  am  informed  the  service  in 
this  category  covers  only  strawberries  and 
cranberries. 

“I  am  informed  that  an  appropriation  of 
$125,000  annually  would  permit  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  present  reporting  with  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  cane  and  bushberry  production. 

“If  funds  necessary  to  carry  out  this  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  crop  reporting  service  are  available  with¬ 
out  unbalancing  the  Federal  budget,  I  urge 
favorable  consideration  of  this  proposal. 

“Sincerely  yours, 

“Frank  J.  Lausche.” 

“U.S.  Senate, 

“Committee  on  Interior 

and  Insular  Affairs, 

“April  13,1959. 

“Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

“Chairman,  Agriculture  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee,  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

"Dear  Dick  :  As  you  know,  Oregon  is  one  of 
the  Nation’s  major  producers  of  caneberries 
and  bushberries.  Growers  of  these  fruits  in 
my  State  are  currently  handicapped  in  mak¬ 
ing  planting  and  marketing  decisions  by  a 
lack  of  information  regarding  activities  of 
producers  outside  their  immediate  area.  They 
have  asked  to  have  included  in  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service  section  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1960  an  item  of  $125,000  to 
provide  acreage  and  crop  reporting  services 
for  caneberries  and  bushberries.  This  cost 
figure  has  been  supplied  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  would  prpvide  for  crop  re¬ 
ports  on  8  small  fruits,  including  black¬ 
berries,  dewberries,  boysenberries,  loganber¬ 
ries,  raspberries,  youngberries,  blueberries, 
currants,  and  gooseberries  for  the  17  prin¬ 
cipal  producing  States.  The  cost  estimate 
was  based  on  three  reports  a  year  for  each 
crop:  (1)  an  acreage  estimate,  (2)  a  produc¬ 
tion  forecast,  and  (3)  an  end-of -season 
final  report.  No  additional  authorization 
legislation  would  be  necessary. 

“The  need  for  this  service  is  generally  ac¬ 
knowledged.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  indicated  that  it  recognizes  the  desir¬ 
ability  of  the  suggested  program.  Grower 
support  in  Oregon  is  strong.  To  illustrate 
the  degree  of  enthusiasm  for  creation  of  such 
a  service,  I  would  like  to  quote  briefly  from 
a  recent  letter  which  I  received  from  Mr.  Paul 
T.  Rowell,  chief  of  the  division  of  market 
development  of  the  Oregon  State  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Mr.  Rowell  told  me: 

“  ‘  *  *  *  caneberry  industry  factors  and  oth¬ 
ers  interested  in  Oregon  and  Washington 
have  indicated  the  need  for  information  on 
acreage  and  production  estimates  for  a  nuni- 
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her  of  varieties  of  berries  that  are  not  now 
included  in  the  USDA  reports.  The  North¬ 
west  Canners  and  Freezers  Association  last 
April  mailed  a  questionnaire  to  their  berry 
processor  members,  with  a  response  that 
was  surprising  even  to  its  officers.  Executive 
Vice  President  Cecil  R.  Tulley  reported  that 
a  total  of  24  firms  in  Oregon  and  Washing¬ 
ton  responded  to  the  questionnaire  and  all 
of  them  except  one  favored  the  addition  of 
acreage  and  production  estimate  reports  by 
the  crop  reporting  service  on  the  berries 
they  pack,  which  included  red  raspberries, 
blackberries,  boysenberries,  black  raspberries, 
loganberries  and  gooseberries,  with  not  all 
handling  all  of  these  kinds.’ 

“Mr.  Rowell  also  cited  specific  examples 
to  indicate  the  benefits  which  would  derive 
from  establishment  of  the  acreage  and  crop 
reporting  service.  He  stated: 

“  ‘The  need  for  a  caneberry  crop  reporting 
service  was  graphically  illustrated  during  the 
1958  season.  With  heavy  carryover  stocks, 
market  prices  to  processors  and  by  them  to 
growers  were  very  low  until  after  the  crops 
were  harvested  and  processed.  Even  though 
1958  production  was  reduced  sufficiently  to 
justify  better  prices,  it  was  impossible  to 
convince  eastern  wholesalers  of  this  until 
it  was  borne  out  by  final  storage  figures  after 
harvest.  As  a  result  many  producers  and 
processors  who  had  to  sell  during  the  harvest 
season  were  forced  to  take  lower  prices  than 
were  available  later  on. 

“  ‘Another  illustration  is  in  the  lack  of 
reliable  acreage  information,  particularly  be¬ 
tween  areas  in  different  parts  of  the  country. 
As  an  example,  substantial  plantings  of  black 
raspberries  were  made  in  the  Willamette  Val¬ 
ley  during  the  past  few  years  without  proper 
knowledge  of  heavy  plantings  also  in  the 
Michigan  area.  This  resulted  last  year  in 
low  market  prices  which  might  have  been 
largely  avoided  through  lesser  plantings  with 
the  benefit  of  up-to-date  acreage  data  devel¬ 
oped  through  an  adequate  acreage  reporting 
service.’ 

“Producers  of  the  eight  berries  proposed 
for  inclusion  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  crop  reporting  service  account  an¬ 
nually  for  over  $28  million  in  farm  income. 
Among  the  17  States  which  supply  95  per¬ 
cent  of  the  value  of  these  crops  for  all  States, 
Oregon  ranks  fourth  in  value  of  production 
harvested.  Information  which  would  be 
made  available  under  the  proposed  plan 
would,  of  course,  be  of  great  significance  to 
my  State. 

“I  hope  that  your  subcommittee  will  wish 
to  give  this  suggestion  careful  consideration 
in  review  of  fiscal  year  1960  appropriations 
for  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
that  you  and  your  fellow  members  will  see 
fit  to  provide  the  funds  needed  to  initiate 
the  program. 

“With  best  wishes,  I  am, 

“Sincerely, 

“Richard  L.  Neuberger.” 

“April  14,  1959. 
“Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

“U.S.  Slenate,  Washington,  D.C. 

“Dear  Senator  Neuberger:  Permit  me  to 
acknowledge  and  thank  you  for  your  letter 
of  April  13  expressing  your  strong  interest 
in  seeing  funds  included  in  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  1960  to  enable 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  to  pro¬ 
vide  acreage  and  crop  reporting  services  for 
caneberries  and  bushberries. 

“I  shall  be  glad  to  see  that  the  informa¬ 
tion  outlined  in  your  letter  is  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  other  members  of  the' Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations  Subcommittee  at  the 
proper  time.  We  have  scheduled  hearings  to 
begin  on  the  Department’s  bill  the  early  part 
of  next  week,  and  at  such  time  as  we  reach 
the  section  dealing  with  funds  for  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  you  may  be  as- 
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sured  the  Item  in  which  you  are  interested 
will  have  the  careful  attention  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

“With  every  good  wish,  I  am, 

“Sincerely, 

“Dick  Russell.” 

“U.S.  Senate, 

“Committee  on  Agriculture 

and  Forestry, 
"April  14, 1959. 

“Hon.  Richard  Russell, 

"Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture, 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
U.S. -Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

“Dear  Senator  Russell:  Sales  of  fruit 
from  cane  and  bushberry  varieties  is  a  sig¬ 
nificant  crop  in  Wisconsin  and  a  number  of 
other  States.  Producers  of  these  berry  crops, 
however,  have  virtually  no  dependable  eco¬ 
nomic  information  upon  which  to  plan  their 
production  and  marketing  policies.  It  would 
be  most  helpful  to  producers  of  these  crops 
to  have  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  ex¬ 
pand  its  crop  reporting  services  to  cover  other 
berry  crops  on  a  basis  similar  to  the  service 
now  provided  for  strawberries  and  cran¬ 
berries. 

“The  Department  of  Agriculture  now  has 
sufficient  authority  to  carry  on  this  crop¬ 
reporting  service  for  these  fruit  crops.  How¬ 
ever,  appropriations  have  not  in  the  past  been 
provided  to  enable  the  Department  to  ac¬ 
complish  this  crop-reporting  work.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  information  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  an  annual  appropriation  of  $125,- 
000  would  be  sufficient  to  provide  for  this 
crop  reporting  service. 

“I  would  greatly  appreciate  your  calling 
this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  full  committee,  and  I  request 
that  most  careful  consideration  be  given  to 
providing  the  necessary  appropriation  for  this 
proposed  expansion  of  the  crop-reporting 
service. 

“Sincerely  yours, 

“William  Proxmire, 

"U.S.  Senator 

“U.S.  Senate, 

“Committee  on  Armed  Services, 

" April  15,  1959. 

“Hon.  William  Proxmire, 

"U.S.  Seriate,  Washington,  D.C. 

“Dear  Senator  Proxmire:  Permit  me  to 
acknowledge  and  thank  you  for  your  letter 
of  April  14  expressing  your  strong  interest 
in  seeing  funds  included  in  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  1960  to  enable 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  to  provide 
acreage  and  crop  reporting  services  for  cane- 
berries  and  bushberries. 

“I  shall  be  glad  to  see  that  the  informa¬ 
tion  outlined  in  your  letter  is  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  other  members  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations  Subcommittee  at  the 
proper  time.  We  have  scheduled  hearings 
to  begin  on  the  Department’s  bill  the  early 
,part  of  next  week,  and  at  such  time  as  we 
reach  the  section  dealing  with  fundi  for  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  you  may  be 
assured  the  item  in  which  you  are  interested 
will  have  the  careful  attention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  e 

“With  every  good  wish,  I  am, 

“Sincerely, 

“Dick  Russell.” 

THE  CONSERVATION  RESERVE  OF  THE  SOIL  BANK 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
conservation  reserve  of  the  soil  bank  has 
been  of  significant  value  to  progress  in 
the  conservation  of  natural  resources. 
Under  this  program,  the  farmer  is  of¬ 
fered  the  opportunity  voluntarily  to  set 
aside  land  for  periods  of  from  3  to  10 
years,  during  which  time  it  is  diverted 
from  the  production  of  agricultural 
crops.  During  the  contract  period  the 


land  is  protected  from  deterioration  by 
the  establishment  of  cover  which  con¬ 
tributes  to  soil,  water,  forest,  or  wildlife 
conservation. 

Twenty-three  million  acres  have  now 
been  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve, 
13  million  acres  during  the  1959  signup. 
On  the  10  million  acres  placed  in  the 
reserve  in  1957  and  1958  there  have  been 
some  impressive  conservation  accom¬ 
plishments.  Let  me  illustrate  one  of 
these.  Ever  since  the  end  of  World 
War  I,  a  major  conservation  problem 
has  been  the  wind  erosion  in  the  so- 
called  Dust  Bowl  of  the  Southwestern 
States.  Much  of  this  area  was  plowed 
up  and  used  for  the  production  of  wheat. 
While  this  may  have  been  necessary  as 
part  of  a  war  effort,  it  left  behind  a  tre¬ 
mendously  difficult  situation,  for  this 
was  land  which  quickly  developed  a 
wind  erosion  problem.  Millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  have  been  expended  in  this  region 
in  the  intervening  years  to  assist  farmers 
in  the  area  where  agricultural  economy 
had  been  disrupted  and  additional  mil¬ 
lions  have  gone  into  attempts  to  restore 
the  grass  cover  which  had  been  de¬ 
stroyed. 

Quietly,  and  without  fanfare,  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  has  placed  3  million 
acres  of  land  in  this  region  under  con¬ 
tract  and  has  seeded  this  land  to  grass. 
On  hundreds  of  farms  in  this  region, 
where  4  years  ago  there  was  blowing 
dust,  today  there  are  thriving  stands  of 
grass. 

Another  quick  illustration:  On  the 
wornout  lands -of  the  Piedmont  Plateau 
of  the  Southeast,  almost  600,000  acres 
have  been  planted  to  pine  trees.  This 
will  contribute  to  the  saving  of  this  land 
from  the  ravages  of  erosion  and  at  the 
same  time  will  make  a  substantial  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  future  needs  of  America 
for  forest  products. 

All  told,  a  total  of  1  million,  acres  have 
been  planted  to  trees  and  9  million  acres 
are  protected  by  grass  on  the  first  10 
million  acres  placed  in  the  conservation 
reserve.  'For  the  13  rfiillion  acres  placed 
in  the  reserve  in  1959  the  conservation 
job  is,  of  course,  not  completed,  although 
establishment  is  being  carried  out  at  this 
time.  On  the  basis  of  preliminary  data 
projected  for  the  entire  acreage,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  another  11.5  million  acres  will 
be  protected  with  grass  and  700,000  acres 
will  be  planted  to  trees,  and  the  balance 
is  to  be  established  in  wildlife  cover  or 
other  miscellaneous  uses. 

The  benefits  to  wildlife  from  this  pro¬ 
gram  are  also  particularly  worthy  of 
mention.  Increases  in  farm  game  spe¬ 
cies  have  been  reported  from  every  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  where  substantial 
acreages  have  been  placed  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve.  Sportsmen  are  partic¬ 
ularly  enthusiastic  about  the  fine  hunt¬ 
ing  they  have  been  enjoying  on  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  lands.  Since  one  out  of 
every  three  families  in  the  United  States 
has  a  member  who  either  hunts  or  fishes, 
this  benefit  from  the  program  has  the 
endorsement  of  urban  as  well  as  rural 
people. 

In  the  face  of  this  record  of  conserva¬ 
tion  accomplishment,  I  believe  that  the 
committee  acted  wisely  in  setting  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  1960  conservation  re¬ 


serve  at  $450  million,  and  I  urge  all  Sen¬ 
ators  to  continue  to  support  this'  pro¬ 
gram. 


DOMINATION  OF  LEWIS  L.  STRAUSS 
TO  BE  SECRETARY  OF  COMMERCE 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record^  portion  of  the 
testimony  from  the  recent  hearing  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee/on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  concerning  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Lewis  Lf  Strauss  to  be  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

The  testimony  will  demonstrate  again, 
for  the  benefit  of  Senators  who  were  not 
present  at  Jfne  hearings,  the  pattern  of 
deviousne^s  and  evasion  which  made  the 
path  of  those  who  sought  to  elicit  factual 
answers  from  Mr.  Strauss  a  very  diffi¬ 
cult  one. 

It/is  unthinkable  that  the  Senate 
should  confirm  the  nomination  of  this 
man,  who  himself,  prolonged  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  his  nomination  by  such  tactics. 
This  sort  of  performance  constitutes  still 
another  reason  why  the  nomination  of 
Mr.  Strauss  to  be  Secretary  of  Commerce 
should  not  be  confirmed. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  portion 
of  the  testimony  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Mr.  Strauss.  I  stated  a  few  minutes  ago, 
Senator  McGee,  that  I  did  not  have  the 
benefit  of  AEC  files  on  this  subject.  It  is 
my  recollection,  but  not  positive,  that  the 
letter  from  the  Attorney  General,  in  ques¬ 
tion,  was  addressed  to  the  Department  of 
Defense.  I  am  not  sure.  Now,  Senator,  I 
didn’t  have  the  opportunity  of  cross-exam¬ 
ining  you,  during  your  testimony - 

Senator  Anderson.  I  hate  to  see  a  state¬ 
ment  like  that  made. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  let  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  ask  questions. 

Senator  McGee.  Is  it  not  true  that  this 
Attorney  General  opinion  did  reach  your 
office? 

Mr.  Strauss.  I  am  unable  to  answer,  but 
I  will  be  glad  to  find  out  and  submit  the 
answer  for  the  record. 

Senator  McGee.  This  is  important  because 
this  is  the  core  of  Senator  Anderson’s 
charge,  not  the  thing  to  which  you  were 
addressing  yourself  in  this  rather  lengthy 
statement. 

k  Mr.  Strauss.  I  am  sorry.  It  is  just  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  a  disagreement - 

Tfenator  McGee.  Here  it  is.  We  can  read 
it  fafc  the  committee,  presented  in  testimony 
fronrteenator  Anderson,  and  this  is  what  the 
commriiee  must  have  an  answer  to  if  it  is  to 
be  destnteed. 

Mr.  Stress.  As  far  as  I  know,  at  this  mo¬ 
ment,  wheimhe  conversations  began  with  the 
British,  between  the  Defense  Department  and 
the  British  anNthe  State  Department,  infor¬ 
mation  to  thatNeffect  was  conveyed  to  the 
Joint  Committee/V 

It  may  be  that  a  number  of  your  commit¬ 
tee,  who  sat  as  chapman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agreement^  for  Cooperation  of 
the  Joint  Committee  nm  have  a  more  posi¬ 
tive  recollection  of  it. 

(Senator  Pastore  then  cNcussed  the  per¬ 
sonal  role  he  played  in  th^toiatter  of  the 
Nautilus  submarine  as  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Agreements  for  Cooperation.) 

Senator  McGee.  Mr.  Chairman, ^pay  I  re¬ 
turn  to  this  only  by  citing— I  didn'tr^ave  the 
original  experience  that  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  had,  and  I  appreciate  that  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  climate  that  prevailed  at  that 
time,  because  it  helps  those  of  us  w^o 
weren’t  able  to  be  there.  But  I  am  conV 
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cerned  here  today  with  the  testimony  of  the 
iminee,  who  has  it  in  print  here  that  he 
considers  the  most  serious  instance  of  the 
Senior’s  charges  that  the  AEC  failed  to  keep 
the  Joint  Committee  fully  and  currently 
inform^. 

ThoseNare  not  my  words.  Those  are  not 
the  rumors  that  prevailed  at  the  time,  or  the 
difference  dl  opinion.  This  comes  from  the 
nominee.  And  he  is  questioning  the  validity 
of  Senator  Anderson’s  charge  involving  that. 

Senator  Anderson's  charge  I  have  just  read 
again  into  the  record,  and  the  witness  did 
not  address  himsDf  to  the  point  that  he 
admits  was  the  mosl  important  in  Senator 
Anderson’s  accusations 

Senator  Pastore.  Let  Ice  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  that  I  am\ot  going  to  quarrel 
with  him.  As  a  matter  oMact,  the  Senator 
from'Rhode  Island  takes  thfDposition  that  he 
is  not  going  to  come  between  bwo  men  whom 
he  has  loved  and  respected  for  ^rears.  This 
is  a  very  tragic  and  sorrowful  Dtuation  for 
the  junior  Senator  from  the  Stat^xf  Rhode 
Island  and  I  am  very  very  sorry  thafldpecause 
of  duty,  of  compulsion,  must  becom^i  part 
of  it. 

Let  me  say  this  to  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming:  I  think  in  view' of  the  fact  that  tfae 
point  has  been  raised,  I  think  Admire 
Strauss  should  answer  on  that  point  une-’ 
quivocally  and  categorically. 

Mr.  Strauss.  Senator  Pastor,  I  am  sure 
that  in  this  case,  and  in  many  others- — if- 1 
knew  what  they  were — there  were  delays  in 
time  of  reporting.  The  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  is  a  large  and  complicated  enterprise. 

This  particular  negotiation  was  not  pri¬ 
marily  Atomic  Energy  responsibility,  al¬ 
though  under  the  law  the  agreement  had  to 
be  an  agreement  which  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  to  which  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  became  a  party. 

I  know  that  at  the  time  everyone — no;  I 
know  that  at  the  time  many  of  us  considered 
that  the  provision  in  the  statute  for  the  cool¬ 
ing  period  allowed  the  Congress,  and  was  de¬ 
signed  to  allow  the  Congress,  an  opportunity 
to  take  appropriate  steps  to  prevent  a  con¬ 
tract — an  agreement  with  another  nation — 
from  becoming  effective  if  it  desired  to  do  so. 

I  also  note  that  this  particular  agreement 
was  suspended  by  the  President,  although  no 
action  was  taken  by  the  Joint  Committee  or 
the  Congress  within  the  30-day  period,  and 
it  was  suspended  in  effect  for  a  year  before 
any  exchanges  occurred. 

Senator  Pastore.  And  that  was  the  agree¬ 
ment  which  was  reached  with  the  commit¬ 
tee,  after  we  had  this  confusion  and  this 
misunderstanding  before  the  Joint  Commit¬ 
tee;  it  was  understood  and  decided  anc 
agreed  that  nothing  would  happen  unjfil 
enough  time  was  given  to  look  into  allyfne 
facts. 

Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  Strauss.  That  is  so.  It  seemS  to  me 
that  that  would  have  absolved  nyf  from  an 
error.  / 

Senator  Pastore.  I  will  say yfiere  frankly, 
and  I  will  repeat  this  agaijfc  it  is  a  very 
tragic  moment  for  me,  but  it  all  depends  on 
how  you  felt  and  how  ymf  looked  at  it.  It 
all  depends  on  through  X’hat  eyes  you  saw 
the  proposition.  I  did  art  see  all  the  decep¬ 
tion  and  I  didn’t  see  ill  the  deceit.  That  is 
from  my  own  point/of  view.  I  am  only  ex¬ 
pressing  myself.  I/understood  it  as  a  mis¬ 
understanding.  J  thought  that  Admiral 
Strauss  was  wr^ng.  I  think,  on  the  other 
hand,  some  oVus  may  have  been  wrong  as 
well.  But  I  didn’t  see  it  in  any  such  drastic 
way  as  it  Jaas  been  pictured  here.  I  am 
sorry  to  afiy  this,  but  that  is  as  I  feel,  as 
God  is  19 y  judge. 


Senator  McGee.  I  certainly,  for  one,  Mr. 
Chairman,  appreciate  the  depth  of  that 
statement  and  conviction.  I  would  only 
like  to  ask  the  admiral  this:  What  is  your 
position?  Did  you,  in  fact,  confront  the 
committee  with  thq  instruction  from  the 
Attorney  General  the  day  of  the  British 
agreement  when  it  was  sent  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  approval? 

Mr.  Strauss.  Senator,  on  the  basis  of  the 
chronology  that  I  have  given — I  have  given 
you  the  chronology  that  I  have. 

Senator  McGee.  My  question  is  very  sim¬ 
ple,  Admiral.  Did  you  or  did  you  not?  1 

Senator  Cotton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  witness  should  be  allowed  to  answer  the 
question  without  .being  interrupted. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  is  trying  to  ask  a  question,  and  he 
has  repeated  it.  I  am  sure  the  Admiral  will 
try  to  answer  it  to  the  best  of  his  ability. 

Mr.  Strauss.  I  think  I  can  answer  the 
question  to  your  satisfaction. 

It  does  appear  that  the  agreement  was 
sent  to  the  President,  in  its  draft  form,  the 
day  before  it  came  to  the  Joint  Committee; 
it  was  not  approved  by  the  President  until 
6  days  after  it  Was  sent  to  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee.  If  there  is  a  crime  involved  in 
that - 

Senator  McGee.  We  are  talking  about  they 
letter  now  from  the  Attorney  General. 

GVIr.  Strauss.  No,  you  said  the  agreement. 
Tne  letter  from  the  Attorney  General^ir, 

I  cac’t  identify.  I  don’t  have  a  copj^f  it. 
I  donG;  know  to  whom  it  was  addressed. 
I  wouN  have  to  reserve  any  answej^m  that 
until  I  cm  obtain  the  facts. 

Senatoi^fcGEE.  Will  you  testtf^ — has  this 
been  testiNd  to  before  the  JflCnt  Commit¬ 
tee? 

Mr.  STRAuss'^’ardon? 

Senator  McGEt  Has  thyfT been  testified  to 
before  the  Joint  Oommiyree? 

Mr.  Strauss.  Ha^vWft  been  testified  to? 

Senator  McGee,  action  involving  the 
Attorney  General’s- 

Mr.  Strauss.  I  <yffi’t  llnswer;  but  the  rec¬ 
ords  of  the  Joiidr  Comimfctee  will  bear  out . 
the  answer  to  ttfat.  I  dontt  know,  sir. 

Senator  Mc^Tee.  It  seemsvo  me  a  great 
deal  hangs  on  this,  Mr.  Chanunan,  because' 
this  is  th^rcrux  of  the  admir^ijs  answer  to 
Senator  Anderson.  We  have  to  c\ar  this  up. 

Mr.  &fRAuss.  There  was  testimony  before 
the  J<ynt  Committee  on  the  21st  ofViay,  on 
the  am  of  June,  and  on  the  9th  of  JuW,  and 
I  aga  sure  that  Senator  Anderson  woulatoer- 
the  records  of  those  hearings  to\ke 
tamined. 

Senator  McGee.  Do  you  question  thi3 
statement,  then? 

Mr.  Strauss.  No.  I  said  I  didn’t  know.  I 
can’t  question  it.  I  don’t  know  whether 
that  letter  was  introduced  in  evidence  or 
not.  Senator. 

Senator  McGee.  Do  you  withdraw  then 
your  three  or  four  pages  here— — 

Mr.  Strauss.  I  withdraw  nothing  from  the 
statement  that  I  have  made  thus  far.  Noth¬ 
ing. 

ADJOURNMENT  TO  11  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move, 
in  accordance  with  the  previous  order, 
that  the  Senate  adjourn  until  11  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

The  motion  was.  agreed  to;  and  (at 
6  o’clock  and  55  minutes  p.m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adjourned,  in  accordance  with  the 
order  previously  entered,  until  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  June  3,  1959,  at  11  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by^ 
Senate  June  2, 1959: 

Diplomatic  and  Foreign  Servic 
William  M.  Rountree,  of  Maryland  a  For¬ 
eign  Service  officer  of  class  1,  to  We  Ambas¬ 
sador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of 
the  United  States  of  Americ^uo  Pakistan, 
vice  James  M.  Langley. 

G.  Lewis  Jones,  of  the  Dj^trict  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  a  Foreign  Service  officer  of  the  class  of 
career  minister,  to  be  ai^&ssistant  Secretary 
of  State,  vice  WilliamJM.  Rountree. 

National  Labor/kelations  Board 
Boyd  Leedom,  oy  South  Da'kota,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  ^National  Labor  Relations 
Board  for  the  yxm  of  6  years  expiring  De¬ 
cember  16,  19pf.  (Reappointment.) 

U.S.  Attorney 

Walter  Jr  Alessandroni,  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  be  VJs.  attorney  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Pennsylvania  for  a  term  of  4  years,  vice 
HaroljT  K.  Wood. 

U.S.  Public  Health  Service 
Fhe  following  candidates  for  personnel  ac- 
Con  in  the  Regular  Corps  of  the  Public 
lealth  Service  subject  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  law  and  regulations; 

I.  FOR  APPOINTMENT 

To  be  senior  assistant  surgeons  « 
James  C.  Allen  Arthur  Karmen 

Burton  Allyn  James  H.  Kauth 

David  L.  Aronson  Kurt  W.  Kohn 
Joseph  A.  Bauer  Irwin  J.  Kopin 

Thomas  C.  Bithell  Leavie  E.  Lee,  Jr. 

Kurt  J.  Bloch  Leonard  M.  Linde 

Jacob  A.  Brody  Philip  R.  B.  McMaster 

Howard  M.  Cann  Arthur  D.  Merritt 
Theodore  R.  Carski  Edward  L.  Michals 
Thomas  M.  Cassidy  Richard  S.  Moraites 
George  E.  Cobb  Charles  F.  Nadler 

Robert  B.  Couch  Robert  J.  Olson 
Robert  L.  Dernlan  Robert  J.  B.  Osnos 
H.  Bruce  Dull  Malcolm  I.  Page 

Frederick  L.  Dunn  Bertram  W.  Pepper 
Leland  L.  Fairbanks  Douglas  K.  Powers 
George  H.  Franck  John  C.  Pruitt 
Herschel  C.  Gore  Carroll  B.  Quinlan 
Charles  L.  Greenblatt  Robert  R_.  Schenck 
John  H.  Hammann  Donald  P.  Schilder 
Avery  R.  Harrington  Sam  Silbergeld 
Hugh  R.  Hayward  George  P.  Sperry 
Alan  F.  Hofmann  William  H.  Strange 
Alfonso  H.  Holguin  Gerald  G.  Van 
John  P.  Hughes  Arendonk 

To  be  assistant  surgeons 
Paul  G.  Belau  James  L.  Johnson 

Jorris  D.  Buchmeyer  Donald  E.  McMillan 
seph  O.  Dean,  Jr.  Charles  A.  Peterson 
Jo\i  W.  Diokson  James  S.  Sullivan 
S.  ITml  Ehrlich,  Jr.  Paul  N.  Vann 

T9^se  senior  assistant  dental  surgeon 
Richard  L.  Smith 

T&be  assistant  dental  surgeon 

Oscar  H.  TSatum,  Jr. 

tv 

To  be  ass^tant  sanitary  engineers 
Robert  G.  BostrSm  Gerald  G.  Vurek 

Gerald  M.  HansleN  Carl  M.  Walter 

Parker  C.  Reist 

To  be  junior  assisrHlit  sanitary  engineer 
Paul  H.  King 

To  be  senior  assista}^  pharmacists 
Frank  W.  Hollister 
M.  Thomas  Wagner,  Jr. 

To  be  assistant  pharmacists 
James  R.  Grigdesby  Walter  J.  audwig 
George  R.  Hall  Bernard  ShVien 

JohnH.  Herath  Lawrence  D.  Smith 
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SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Passed  with  amendments,  74  to  10,  this 

bill,  H.  R.  7175  (pp.  8701-13). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Allott  to  provide  that  $15,000  of  the  funds 
for  AMS  marketing  services  shall  be  available  for  range  and  feedlot  market  re¬ 
porting  in  Colorado  and  adjacent  areas  (pp.  8701-2). 

Agreed  to  a  "clarifying  amendment"  by  Sen.  Russell  to  provide  that  the  $1 
million  for  ARS  to  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  employed  under  contracts 
and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in 
the  field  may  be  used  by  ARS  "in  Departmental  research  programs"  (p.  8704). 

A  point  of  order  by  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,  was  sustained  against  an  amendment 
by  Sen.  Douglas  which  would  have  provided  that  in  carrying  out  the  price  support 
programs  required  by  law  no  fund*  or  stocks  of  CCC  shall  be  utilized  for  the 
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purpose  of  carrying  out  price  support  operations  for  any  crop  planted  after 
Jan.  1,  1960,  for  which  expected  production  for  such  year  exceed  domestic 
consumption  plus  normal  exports,  plus  set-asides  required  by  law  for  national 
emergency  purposes,  by  more  than  3  percent,  and  for  which  the  Secretary  has 
failed  to  provide  acreage  allotments,  production  goals,  and  marketing  practices 
pursuant  to  sec.  401  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (pp.  8704- 
09). 

Rejected,  37  to  48,  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  reduce  from 
$450  million  to  $375  million  the  limitation  on  the  conservation  reserve  author¬ 
ization  for  payments  to  producers  in  any  calendar  year  (pp.  8702-04) . 

Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  8710).  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  ap¬ 
pointed. 


2.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  oh  this  bill,  H.  R.  5805  (pp.  8715,  87^9).  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President. 


3. 


SURPLUS  FOODS.  Sen.  lltarray  called  attention  to  hearings  to  be  held  by  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  on'S.  1884,  yb  transfer  authority  from  thi 
Department  to  HEW  for  tnta  distribution  of  surplus  commodities  to  the  needy, 
criticized  this  Department's  administration  the  surplus  food  distribution 
program,  and  inserted  the  tfect  of  a  letter ytrom  this  Department  opposing  S.  661 
to  authorize  CCC  to  process  food  commodities  for  donation  purposes,  pp.  8692-3 


rated  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 


4.  THE  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMttMTEE 
report)  the  following  bills:  p.  042 

S.  1941,  without  amendment,  to  ^tend  sec.  17  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  for  two  years  so  as  tOy^er^it  real  estate  loans  by  FHA  for  re¬ 
financing  farm  debts. 

S.  864,  with  amendment,  to  a&thorizeNthis  Department  to  dispose  of  animals 
infected  or  exposed  to  communicable  diseases  dangerous  to  livestock  or  poultry. 

S.  1512,  with  amendment, /to  amend  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  to  transfer 
responsibility  for  making ydppraisals  from  tbK  Farm  Credit  Administration  to  the 
Federal  land  banks. 

S.  1513,  with  amendment,  to  clarify  the  states  of  the  Federal  land  banks. 
Federal  intermediate  Credit  banks,  and  banks  for\ooperatives  and  their 
officers  and  employe4s  with  respect  to  certain  law\ applicable  generally  to 
the  U.  S.  and  its  /Officers  and  employees. 


S.  1521,  with /Amendment ,  to  provide  for  the  remova\of  restrictions  on  use 
with  respect  to/a  tract  of  land  in  Cumberland  Co. ,  TennV^  formerly  under  the 
jurisdiction  orFHA,  which  was  conveyed  to  Term. 


ALASKA.  Parsed  with  amendments  S.  1541,  to  amend  laws  of  the\U.  S.  in  light  of 
the  admission  of  Alaska  into  the  Union  (pp.  8715-21,  8737-8).' 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Gruening  to  clarify  the  conditions  under 
which /property  utilized  on  functions  curtailed  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
AlasKn  may  be  transferred  to  the  State.  Sen.  Gruening  stated  that\the  purpose 
of  /the  amendment  was  to  make  clear  that  it  provides  "for  the  transfer  of 
property,  and  not  for  the  transfer  of  government  functions."  (pp.  871(0-1). 

Agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen.  Jackson  to  substitute  the  language  of  thdvbill 
as  passed  for  the  text  of  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  7120,  as  passed  by  the  Hfc^ise. 
H.  R.  7120  was  then  passed.  S.  1541  was  indefinitely  postponed,  (p.  8721J 


6.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Bridges  inserted  an  editorial  favoring  his  bill  to  require  the 
President  to  submit  a  balanced  budget,  p.  8737 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  3, 1959 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represents 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 

6  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to 
control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases, 
and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory 
work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  of  the  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
iamended  by  section  15  of  the-  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replace¬ 
ment  only:  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of 
buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided, 
the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  ( except  headhouses 
connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except 
for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not 
to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
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building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  4 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  eco¬ 
nomics,  and  related  research  and  services,  including  admin¬ 
istration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  ;  (1)$6-3j9647590  $ 70,479,390 :  Provided ,  That  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  from  the  Department  of 
the  Army  without  reimbursement  land  and  improvements  at 
Orlando,  Florida,  to  be  transferred  pursuant  to  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  contained 
herein  shall  not  apply  to  (a)  replacement  of  buildings  needed 
to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.O.  113a) , 
or  (b)  not  to  exceed  (2)$-730-,000  $ 3,815,000  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  alteration  of  buildings:  Provided  further,  That 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  donation  lands 
necessary  for  the  construction  thereof ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  oper¬ 
ations  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21  U.S.O.  1 14b— d) , 
(3 >$48,340,600  $ 51,050,600 ,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be 


4 


1  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 

2  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 

3  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency 

4  conditions ; 

5  Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

6  laws  relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food 

7  products,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  re- 

8  lating  to  process  or  renovated  butter,  (4)$21,135,100 

9  $21,324,900; 

10  Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be 

11  employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 

12  strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 

13  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under 
Id  this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  may  be  used  by  the  Ad- 
lb  ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  (5  yin  de- 
db  partmental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1960,  the 

17  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the 

18  appropriation  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  ex- 

19  penses,  Research”. 

20  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

21  Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  pay- 

22  ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations  to'  carry  into  effect 

23  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887, 
21  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7 
2b  U.S.O.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the  United 
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States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,708;  and  pay¬ 
ments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1623) ,  $500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,708. 

Penalty  mail:  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  ex¬ 
periment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887, 
as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTEY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuro-pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infec¬ 
tious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar 
diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  rinder¬ 
pest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29,  1884,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  391;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including 
expenses  in  accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  28,  1947,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appro¬ 
priations  or  funds  available  to  the  bureaus,  corporations,  or 
agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  which 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  he  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts:  Provided ,  That  this  appro- 
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priation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  provisions  contained 
in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural  Research 
Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 
Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  pay¬ 
ments  for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a),  $52,220,000;  and  payments  and  contracts 
for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  -205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,495,000; 
in  all,  $53,715,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior 
to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for 
expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  For  cost  of  em¬ 
ployer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  employees,  $5,674,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,491,307. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 


< 


1  U.S.C.  347a) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural 

2  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621-1627),  and  to  co- 

3  ordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension 

4  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories, 

5  and  insular  possessions,  $2,242,540. 

6  Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

7  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

8  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 

9  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  $615,800. 

10  Soil  Conservation  Service 

11  CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

12  For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 

13  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) , 

14  including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish- 

15  ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 

16  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 

17  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 

18  reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica- 

19  tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 

20  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 

21  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $82,322,000: 

22  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

23  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 

24  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system 

25  and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
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exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500, 
except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent 
buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any 
fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on 
land  not  owned  by  the  Government :  Provided  further,  That 
in  the  State  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  has  established  a 
central  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and 
general  programs  for  the  saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension 
of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conservation  district  in  such  State, 
the  agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
with  any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the  prior 
approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall 
become  effective  as  to  such  district:  Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 


9 


1  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 

2  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi- 

3  neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 

4  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

5  WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

6  For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga^- 

7  tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  in- 

8  eluding,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 

9  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in 

10  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection 

11  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 

12  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of 

13  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  to  re- 

14  main  available  until  expended,  (6)$25,500,000  $. 20,000,000 , 

15  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 

16  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Depart- 

17  ment  for  watershed  protection  purposes :  Provided,  That  not 

18  to  exceed  $100,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant 

19  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 

20  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 

21  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

►  •  T  * 

22  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

23  For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 

24  Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709) , 


H.  P.7175 - 2 
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1  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the 

2  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Depart- 

3  ment,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  including  not  to 

4  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 

5  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 

6  U.S.O.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

7  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a),  to  remain  available  until 

8  expended,  (7)$ 18,000,000  $15,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 

9  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro- 

10  priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 

11  purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall  be 

12  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Talla- 

13  hatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of  the  county 

14  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands  are 
situated. 

16  WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

17  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
1®  Department  under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  Octo- 
1^  her  14,  1940  (16  U.S.O.  590y-z-10) ,  as  amended  and  sup- 

20  plemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat.  277),  and  September 

21  6,  1950  (7  U.S.O.  1033-39),  relating  to  water  conserva- 

22  tion  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
26  pended,  $75,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unex- 

24  pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said 

25  Department  for  the  purpose  of  said  Acts. 
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GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available 

until  expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  16,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $241,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation 
Act,  1959,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1958,  to 
December  31,  1959,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
expenses  for  carrying  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial 
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1  photographs,  however,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation; 

2  but  not  more  than  $5,424,200  shall  be  transferred  to  the 

3  appropriation  account  “ Administrative  expenses,  section 

4  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  fur- 

5  ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used 

6  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 

7  employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall 

8  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  in- 

9  formation  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 

10  further ,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  administra- 

11  tive  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin- 

12  istration  of  the  1960  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 

13  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 

14  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including 

15  administration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 

16  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 

17  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de- 

18  signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 

19  the  community)  :  Provided  further ,  That  no  change  shall  be 

20  made  in  such  1960  program  which  will  have  the  effect  in 

21  any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost- 

22  sharing  on  practices  included  in  (9)ebher  the  or  the 

23  4958  programs  the  1959  program,  unless  such  change  shall 

24  have  been  recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  ap- 

25  proved  by  the  State  committee(lO) Provided  further,  That 
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tbe  proportion  of  the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any 
oonnty  for  the  T9#0  program  shall  not  fee  redneod  from  the 
distribution  of  seek  fund  for  the  1-958  program  year:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  I960  agricultural  conservation  program  for  any 
county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  commit¬ 
tee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  al¬ 
lotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  coun¬ 
ties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed 
1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal, 
State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under 
the  same  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  1960  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices  and  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  for  conservation 
practices  related  directly  to  flood  prevention  work  in  ap¬ 
proved  watersheds:  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers, 
lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil- 
terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul- 
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tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices 
approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation, 
or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary 
or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of 
violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious 
political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the 
use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legisla¬ 
tion  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  con¬ 
nected  therewith:  Provided ,  That  appropriations  hereunder 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


15 


shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting 
any  one  building  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  two 
buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  or  3  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  re¬ 
search  and  development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  and  for  crop 
and  livestock  estimates,  ( 1 1)$  14,044, 500  $15,514,100: 
Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  appropriation  shall  lie  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  the  consumer:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  (12 ^including  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act,  as  amended  September  2,  1958,  and  for  adminis¬ 
tration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States,  (13)$24t~ 
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^  862,600  $ 26,426,600 ,  (14)  of  which  $15,000  shall  he  avail- 
2  able  for  range  and  feedlot  market  reporting  in  Colorado  and 
2  adjacent  areas  and  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  em- 

4  ployment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $50  per  diem,  except  for  em- 

5  ployment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  pur- 
g  suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Or- 
rj  ganic  Act  of  1944  (5  IT.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section 
g  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  in  carry- 
g  ing  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of 

20  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.O.  1291) 
22  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 

22  1946. 

23  PAYMENTS  TO  STATES,  TERRITORIES,  AND  POSSESSIONS 

14  For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 

15  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 

16  activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market- 

17  ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623  (b)), 

18  $ 1,195,000 . 


19 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


20  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

21  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.O.  1751-1760) , 

22  $110,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria- 

23  tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 

24  Act(16>  Provided  further,-  Tha%  for  additional  payments 
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t 

1  to  States  ift  aceordanco  with  the  £fetional  Sehool  Luneh  Aet 

2  for  the  parch asc  of  food,  $4-37657-, 218  shah  ho  transferred 

3  to  this  appropiration  from  the  funds  available  in  the  hseal 

4  year  -1059  under  section  02  of  the  Aet  of  August  24y  4935: 

5  Provided  further,  That  $ 43,657,248  shall  he  transferred  to 

6  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of 

7  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution 

8  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  sec- 

9  tion  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional 

10  funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of  section  32. 

11  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

12  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

13  For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 

14  Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 

15  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.O.  1761-1768),  and  for  enabling  the 

16  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Depart- 

17  ment  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 

18  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and 

19  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved 

20  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.O.  1766) ,  (17)$0t54S7366  $3,668,- 

21  000 :  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $400,000  of  the  funds  con- 

22  tained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  sta- 

23  tistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and 

H.  F.  7175 - 3 
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complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to 
move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis : 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged 
with  this  appropriation  and  shall  he  available  for  all  expenses 
of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  said  section  32 :  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  (18)$1,310t900  $ 1,160,000 
in  foreign  currencies  derived  from  sales  under  title  I  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended,  and  made  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  shall  be  available  for  expenses  of  the  agricultural 
attache  service  and  for  general  operating  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
section  104  (a)  of  that  Act. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
l-17a) ,  (19)$9Q97§60  $900,000. 

Soil  Bank  Program 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
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Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837  and  1802-1814), 
and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage  reserve 
program,  (20)$3 10,090^)00  $340,000,000 :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  (2 1)$1 8,000^000 ,  $18,900,000  shall  he  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses,  of  which  not  less  than  $14,- 
400,000  may  he  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account 
“Local  administration  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers 
which,  together  with  contracts  already  entered  into,  would 
require  payments  to  producers  (including  the  cost  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  services)  in  excess  of  (22)$32-5,000,000  $450,- 
000,000  in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying 
this  limitation,  practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the 
first  year  of  the  contract  period:  Provided  further,  That  no 
part  of  these  funds  shall  he  used  to  enter  into  contracts  to 
pay  (23 ^rental  compensation  to  any  individual  or  corporation 
in  excess  of  (24)  $3y000  $5,000  per  annum :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  he  paid  on  any 
contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants(25)r  Provided  further^  That 
clause  -(#)-  of  the  four-th  proviso  relating  to  annual  rental 
payments  under  this  head  in  Babhe  Law  85-459  shall  not 
he  applicable  to  contracts  hereafter  entered  into(26)  :-Pro- 
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4  vidcd  further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  may  fee  used  te  enter 

2  lute  contracts  for  a  period  in  excess  ef  five  years  er  to  pay 

3  annual  rentals  in  exeess  ef  a  fair  rental  value  ef  land  placed 

i »  r:*  ». 

4  under  eontract,  snefe  fair  rental  value  te  fee  feased  en  the  ae- 

5  teal  production  diverted  eaefe  year. 

5  Commodity  Stabilization  Sekvice 

7  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 

3  For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out 
9  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant 
40  to  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
44  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393),  $39,135,000, 

42  of  which  not  more  than  $6,886,300  shall  be  transferred  to 

43  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 

14  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

15  SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

16  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 

17  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ,  $71,500,- 

18  000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding 

19  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  expenditures  (including  trans- 

20  fers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other  than  payments  to 

21  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,297,426. 

22  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

23  OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

24  For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 
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Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924), 
as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  elec¬ 
trification  program,  $136,000,000;  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram,  $79,000,000;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural  telephone 
program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  $9,632,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


22 


Farmers’  Home  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and 
the  related  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ; 
the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35  D.C.  Code 
535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080)  ;  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40 
U.S.C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facili¬ 
ties  for  water  storage  and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid 
areas  of  the  United  States;  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1483) , 
relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing;  the  Rural 
Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved 
May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440^44)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to 
farmers,  1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948 
(62  Stat.  1038),  and  “Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage” 
in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949  (63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting 
and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  development  accounts  in 
water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53  Stat.  685, 
719) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10)  ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes 
under  section  50  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  and  advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and 
preservation  of  security  of  obligations  under  the  foregoing 
several  authorities,  except  that  such  advances  under  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be  made 
from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to 
States  and  Territories  without  regard  to  farm  population  and 
prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise 
distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects  and  to 
entrymen  on  unpatented  public  lands;  title  II  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000; 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended,  $2,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  the  foregoing  several  amounts 
shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 
Act,  1952:  Provided  further,  That  an  additional  amount,  not 
to  exceed  $20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
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required  during  fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the 
loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be 
available  for  loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV 
of  such  Act,  as  amended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured 
mortgages,  the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under 
prior  authority,  the  liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farm¬ 
ers’  Home  Administration,  and  other  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  (27)$J0,300,000  $ 31,189,500 ,  together  with  a 
transfer  of  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  charged  made  available  by  subsections  (d) 
and  (e)  of  section  12  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005  (b)  ) ,  and  section  10  (c)  of 
the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 

service,  (2  8)$^! 45,-3 00  $3,208,750. 


25 


1  Office  of  the  Seceetaet 

2  SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

3  Eor  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 

4  ture;  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com- 

5  mission;  stationery,  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment; 

6  freight,  express,  and  drayage  charges;  advertising  of  bids, 

7  communication  service,  postage,  washing  towels,  repairs  and 

8  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 

9  not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical 

10  and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 

11  $2,881,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  re- 

12  imbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses 

13  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Ad- 

14  ministrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.O.  1001) . 

15  Office  of  Infobmation 

16  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

17  Eor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 

18  the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co« 

19  ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 

20  Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,431,665,  of  which  total 

21  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 

22  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
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of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered 
to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417)  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Year¬ 
book  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the 
Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That 
in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 
amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a) . 

Library 

SAL  ABIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  mem¬ 
bership  in  societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications 
to  members  only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members,  $900,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
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funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpo¬ 
ration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as 
hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 
Not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 
To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30, 
1958,  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938, 
as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-l),  $1,435,424,413. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  (29)$J9yOOOjOOO  $ 42,771,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be 
available  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of 
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the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract 
or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof (30)  ’-Provided  further,  That  no  funds  appropriated 
in  this  section  shah  he  used  to  process  a  Commodity  Credit 
loan  whieh  is  in  excess  of  $h0^000:  Provided  further,  (1) 
That  no  part  of  this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
or  carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960  under  which 
a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $ 50,000  would  be 
extended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements 
made  or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  all  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  (2)  That  the  term  “person”  shall  mean  an  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation, 
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association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State, 
'political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof,  (3) 
That  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  coopera¬ 
tive  marketing  organization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of  price  support 
made  available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  such  person  for  purposes 
of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation. 
REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL  ACTIVITIES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
authorized  unrecovered  costs  through  June  30,  1959  (in¬ 
cluding  interest  through  date  of  recovery),  as  follows:  (1) 
$63,875,000  under  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ;  (2)  $104,- 
508,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 
relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Act  of 
July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703,  1721-1724)  ; 
(3)  $968,016,000  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Act 
of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1709)  ;  (4) 
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$35,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.O.  442-446)  ; 
(5)  $129,000,000  for  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter 
or  exchange  of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and 
transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856)  ;  (6) 
$1,056,500  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Diseases  of 
animals  and  poultry”  pursuant  to  authority  contained  under 
such  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1959;  and  (7)  $1,607,- 
000  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Marketing  research 
and  service”  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  31,  1951  (7 
U.S.C.  414a) ,  for  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  with¬ 
out  charge  to  producers,  as  authorized  by  law  (7  U.S.C. 
473a,  51  Id). 

TITLE  III— DELATED  AGENCIES 
Eaem  Credit  Administration 
Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 
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Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in 
accordance  with  law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its 
assets:  Provided ,  That  funds  realized  from  the  liquidation 
of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses  of  liquida¬ 
tion  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  twenty-five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
four  hundred  and  twenty-three  shall  be  for  replacement 
only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
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as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  m  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  (31)less  more  than  $1,500,000  of  the 
appropriations  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service 
work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28, 
1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629; 
72  Stat.  1793),  shall  be  available  for  contracting  (32)er 
grants  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  or  of  the  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
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1  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  to  support  or  defeat  legis- 

2  lation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

3  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

4  ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act, 

5  I960”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  20,  1959. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  June  3,  1959. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 


/'  ■;  •  • 


,  .  'j:  •  • 


s 

■ 


o 

H 

P* 

CD 


CD 

pi 


D* 

CD 


•d 


xn  a 

3  CD 
P  Pi 


CD  3 

a  K 

|  * 
5?  ® 

pL  p 

B 

cd 

O 

P< 

B 

CD 

a 


CO 


CO 

O 


sr 

CD 


w 


w 

o 

Cl 

GO 

a 


o 

a 


fed 


a  S 


§ 

S 

► 

a 


go 

P>  E 


p  rf 

S-S'Scg 


a»  2  CD 

O  O  0  J2 

a  a  t*S 

.  rt-  hH 
O  £c 3  H 

f  ®  3  ^ 
*  B»g  1 

si 


?0 


I 


2  O 
ft  V 


i'gL 

crcj  pi 


d> 


O 

© 


© 

09 

o 


b>TJ 
-  8°. 


co 


8? 


> 

z 


> 

o 

H 


i 

I 


1-1  w 

CO  M 

a  Q 

t«o 


«  *25 


w 
2  ® 
o  g 
a  H 
w 

03 


*> 


CA 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


8701 


Mr.  President,  I  repeat,  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  that  there  needs  to 
ri>e  a  full-scale  investigation  into  the 
\gg  brokerage  business,  because  there 
isSa  big,  big  difference  between  what  hap- 
penk  at  the  henhouse  and  what  happens 
at  the  supermarket.  Believe  me,  Mr. 
President,  as  I  said  earlier,  the  only  one 
who  processes  an  egg  is  a  hen.  That  is 
not  a  maSter  of  processing  or  wrapping 
or  advertising.  An  egg  is  an  egg;  and 
eggs  are  classified  on  the  basis  of  whether 
they  are  sma^ize,  pullet,  middle,  ran¬ 
dom,  large,  orVuper  large — king  size. 
Mr.  President,  iV  you  get  a  king-size 
egg,  you  have  to  pak  a  pretty  good  price 
for  it.  But  I  wish  Co  say  that  some- of 
our  queen-size  hensNhat  make  these 
king-size  eggs  are  not  setting  king-size 
payments  for  their  work\eyond  the' call 
of  duty.  [Laughter.]  \ 

All  I  am  asking  for  is  tltet  the  De-- 
partment  of  Agriculture,  as  rt  proceeds 
with  this  belated,  tardy  prograin  of  egg 
purchases,  do  something  for  the  efe  pro¬ 
ducers,  for  the  farmers,  and  do  lit  be¬ 
fore  it  is  too  late.  \ 

So  I  give  a  word  of  thanks  to  the  sHc-  j 
retary  of  Agriculture  for  having  be  eh 
convinced  by  some  of  my  colleagues  fronr 
New  Jersey  and  elsewhere.  Some  of  us 
from  the  Middle  West  are  not  so  per¬ 
suasive.  I  started  working  on  the  Sec¬ 
retary  away  back  in  April.  However,  I 
hope  that  my  persistence  was  a  part  of 
the  general  effort  which  moved  the  Sec- 
retary  to  some  belated  action. 

If  the  Secretary  or  anyone  else  wishes 
any  figures  in  regard  to  grain  prices,  we 
can  provide  them.  f 

Let  me  add  that  it  makes  little  dif¬ 
ference  how  much  lower  the  price  of 
grain  goes;  that  will  not  help  the  pre¬ 
dicament  of  the  poultry  fanner,  because 
his  prices  have  already  fallen  to  a  dis¬ 
astrously  low  level.  What  is  needed  is  a 
better  poultry  and  egg  market. 


But  I  do  not  know  how  uniform  stand¬ 
ards  can  be  adopted  without  having  it 
done  at  the  Federal  level. 

I  am  surprised  at  the  statement,  at¬ 
tributed  to  the  President,  that  so  far  .as 
unemployment  insurance  or  unemploy¬ 
ment  benefits  are  concerned,  they  should 
be  left  to  the  States.  It  seems  to  me 
that  is  about  the  only  area  as  to  which 
that  kind  of  thinking  is  being  engaged 
in. 

We  are  about  to  launch  a  program  of 
increasing  the  interest  on  Government 
bonds;  and  apparently  the  ways  are 
pretty  well  greased  to  shoot  that  pro¬ 
gram  into  operation  in  a  hurry.  I  think 
this  show  a  great  concern  for  the  money¬ 
lenders  and  a  great  concern  for  the  Wall 
Street  crowd.  When  we  consider  un¬ 
employment  programs  and  economic  pro¬ 
grams  to  make  work,  then  consideration 
for  the  people  should  be  shown.  It 
§eems  to  me  that  we  should  attack  this 
problem  at  the  national  level. 

Unemployment  insurance  has  always 
been  a  joint  program  as  between  the. 
Federal,  Government  and  the  States.  jjr 
could  not  disagree  more  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  statement  in  which  he  said  Jjinat 
it  should  be  left  to  the  States.  I  ink 
We  should  show  a  little  more  coiyem  in 
tiris  Congress  jjarticularly  for  rife  prob- 
len^s  of  the  people.  We  show/so  much 
concern  about  the  problems  jn  the  great 
finan^al  institutions  of  th|e country. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  ' 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960  . 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  is 
morning  business  concluded? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bartlett  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  further 
morning  business?  If  not,  morning  busi¬ 
ness  is  closed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  business? 


UNIFORM  STANDARDS  OF  UNEM¬ 
PLOYMENT  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 
SHOULD  BE  ESTABLISHED  AT 
THE  FEDERAL  LEVEL 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  jt 
hold  in  my  hand  an  excerpt  from  ifte 
morning  ticker  whidh  deals  with  a  state¬ 
ment,  attributed  to  the  President  /i  the 
United  States,  in  regard  to  unemploy¬ 
ment.  This  news  item  begimf  as  fol¬ 
lows:  v  f 

Jobless  benefits:  Eisenhower^id  he  signed 
a  bill  recently  to  increase  passion  and  un¬ 
employment  benefits  of  raibroad  workers  be¬ 
cause  after  very  careful  s^idy  he  concluded 
that  it  was  a  well  balajrced  measure.. 

But  the  next  paragraph  of  the  ticker 
item  reads  as  folios: 

But  as  for  exteifeing  more  liberal  unem¬ 
ployment  benefiiB  to  all  other  workers,  the 
President  madjnt  clear  he  still  feels  that  is 
a  job  which yme  States  should  handle  pri¬ 
marily.  He^ecalled  that  he  has  urged  re¬ 
peatedly  i»at  the  States  adopt  uniform 
standard^ with  longer  duration  of  benefit 
paymeiafs. 

Mjr  President,  I  think  all  of  us  agree 
tharc  '  uniform  standards  should  be 
syfopted;  I  think  the  President  was  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  agreement  entered  yesterday,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  -PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott] 
to  reconsider  the  vote  agreeing  to  the  so- 
called  O’Mahoney  amendment  on  page 
15,  line  25. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  motion  and  call  up  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  at  the  desk,  which  I 
offer  on  behalf  of  myself  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  for  himself  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Colorado  will  be 
stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed, 
on  page  15,  in  line  25,  after  the  comma 
following  the  figure,  to  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “of  which  $15,000  shall  be  avail¬ 


able  for  range  and  feedlot  market  report¬ 
ing  in  Colorado  and  adjacent  areas  and.” 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  infor¬ 
mation  has  come  to  me  that  those  in 
charge  of  the  market  reporting  service 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  regard 
the  proposed  reporting  service  as  a  very 
important  activity.  It  is  in  category  1. 
The  witnesses  for  the  Department  did 
not  apprise  us  of  that  fact  when  they 
were  before  the  committee.  They  were 
asked  about  this  specific  project,  and  did 
not  then  teli  us  it  was  classified  in 
category  1, 

Other  ..  items  involving  category  1 
marketing  reports  were  disallowed  by 
the  committee.  For  that  reason,  I  have 
suggested  to  the  two  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  that  they  content  themselves  with 
a  bare-bones  operation  for  the  next 
year,  which  would  be  involved  in  this 
$15,000  item.  However,  there  would  be 
nothing  which  would  prevent  the  De¬ 
partment  from  allowing  more  than 
$15,000  for  this  service. 

I  think  I  should  say  for  the  record 
that  I  have  been  told  by  responsible 
officers  of  the  Department  that  they 
could  carry  on  this  work  with  $17,000. 
If  they  desired,  of  course,  they  could 
allot  other  funds  for  this  purpose. 

In  view  of  the  extraordinary  condi¬ 
tions  affected  by  this  amendment,  I 
shall  take  the  “dangerous”  step  of  ac¬ 
cepting  it  and  taking  it  to  conference 
and  seeing  what  we  can  work  out. 

I  hope  those  who  have  offered  pro¬ 
posals  as  to  other  items  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  unable  to  accept  will 
understand  that  this  project  is  in  a 
somewhat  different  category,  because  it 
has  been  in  operation  for  2  years  on  an 
experimental  basis  and  financed  from 
research  funds.  Unless  I  accept  the 
amendment,  those  involved  will  be  de¬ 
prived  of  a  service  they  have  already 
enjoyed.  As  to  other  activities  for 
which  we  have  declined  to  make  provi¬ 
sion,  those  interested  in  them  have  not 
tasted  of  the  enjoyment  of  having  a 
marketing  service,  and  perhaps  they 
will  not  be  too  bitter  about  being  re¬ 
quested  to  wait  for  another  year. 

Mi’.  CARROLL.  Mf.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  ‘ . 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yielcKto  the  junior 
Senator  from  Colorado.  \ 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  agree\with  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  frorff-Georgia 
that  this  item  is  in  a  different  cate¬ 
gory.  There  were  some  errors  made  in 
not  making  a  proper  presentation  wh^n 
the  testimony  was  given  before  the  com\ 
mittee.  I  thank  the  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia  for  his  fair  consideration 
of  this  proposal. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  colloquy  had  yesterday,  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  amendment,  I  feel  the  rec¬ 
ord  is  completg,  so  I  shall  not  burden 
the  Record  further.  I  believe,  however, 
I  should  say,  in  all  seriousness,  the  serv¬ 
ice  referred  to  is  considered  to  be  a  very, 
very  necessary  part  not  only  of  the  live¬ 
stock  industry  in  Colorado  and  the  ad- 
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jacent  area,  but  also  the  agricultural 
community  as  a  whole. 

To  the  Senator  from  Georgia  let  me 
say  that  I  appreciate  his  taking  the  steps 
which  he  has  taken  in  accepting  this 
amendment,  which  I  hope  we  shall  be 
able  to  hold  in  conference,  because  I 
know  that  what  he  said  yesterday,  even 
though  perhaps  it  was  not  pleasing  to 
me,  was  based  upon  the  high  principles 
which  always  govern  him  in  these  mat¬ 
ters,  and  for  which  he  has  been  noted 
throughout  his  entire  career.  So  I  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  him. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  any  time 
that  may  remain  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  for  himself  and 
the  junior  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Carroll]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  the  amendment 
which  I  have  at  the  desk,  identified  as 
“6-2-59-B.”  I  ask  the  clerk  to  read 
it  with  the  modification  that  the  last 
figure  be  $375  million,  which  was  in¬ 
tended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed  on  page  19,  line  6,  strike  out  the 
figure  “$450,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$375,000,000.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  this  amendment  deals  with 
the  expenditures  under  the  soil  bank 
program.  The  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee  provides  for  $450  million. 

That  represents  an  increase  of  $125 
million  over  the  House  figure  and  $75 
million  over  the  budget  estimate.  It 
proposes  to  spend  $75  million  more  for 
this  programs  next  year  than  is  even 
recommended  by  the  budget. 

Personally,  I  think  the  whole  soil  bank 
program,  from  its  inception,  has  been 
a  failure  and  that  it  would  be  much  bet¬ 
ter  to  strike  the  provision  for  it  from 
the  law.  I  do  not  think  it  has  accom¬ 
plished  the  purpose  for  which  millions 
of  dollars  are  being  expended.  We 
should  not  be  paying  $300  million  or 
$400  million  to  take  acreage  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  Senate  has  on  numerous  oc¬ 
casions  appropriated  millions  of  dollars 
to  other  agencies  to  bring  new  acreage 
into  production. 

If  we  stop  this  contradiction  we  could 
save  billions  and  have  a  better  farm 
program. 

Only  yesterday  the  Senate  agreed  to  an 
additional  $250  million  to  increase  the 
fertility  of  the  acreage  already  in  pro¬ 
duction.  Certainly,  if  we  do  not  stop 
this  kind  of  procedure  these  contradic¬ 
tory  programs  are  going  to  bnakrupt  us. 

It  appears  evident  that  we  are  making 
a  mistake  on  this  program.  It  has  been 
criticized  by  practically  all  Members  of 


the  Senate.  I  do  not  think  anyone  to¬ 
day  would  defend  the  program  as  being  a 
workable  one.  Certainly  we  should  not 
put  $75  million  more  in  this  program, 
which  is  an  admitted  failure,  than  even 
the  Department  wants. 

I  hope  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  accept  the  amendment. 

Mi-.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
very  much  that  I  must  decline  the  kind 
invitation  extended  by  the  distinguished  ' 
Senator  from  Delaware.  I  cannot  accept 
the  amendment.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  courtesy  in  calling  it  to  my  atten¬ 
tion  and  inviting  me  to  accept  it.  I  wish 

1  could  agree  with  the  Senator.  It  is 
always  pleasant  to  agree  with  one’s  col¬ 
leagues.  However,  I  cannot  accept  the 
amendment. 

We  are  dealing  with  only  one  stage  of 
the  legislative  process  when  we  consider 
these  matters  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
This  item  still  must  go  to  conference. 
The  other  body  reduced  the  program  au¬ 
thorization  for  next  year  $50  million  be¬ 
low  the  budget  estimates.  Judging  from 
my  experience  in  the  past  I  rather  sus¬ 
pect  the  Senate  will  be  compelled  to  yield 
a  part  of  the  recommended  $450  million 
in  the  conference. 

The  committee  has  taken  action  on  the 
matter  by  a  vote  in  the  subcommittee  and 
in  the  full  committee.  Under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  as  much  as  I  appreciate  the 
courtesy  and  ability  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from 'Delaware,  I  do  not  feel 
could  on  my  responsibility  accept  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  may  I  ask  how  much  time 
there  is  remaining  to  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  consumed 

2  minutes,  and  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  has  consumed  1  minute.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  13  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  debate  on  the  amendment 
will  be  very  brief.  This  is  a  very  simple 
amendment  and  merely  boils  down  to  a 
question  of  how  enthusiastic  we  are  for 
the  soil  bank  program.  In  particular, 
do  we  wish  to  compel  the  administration 
to  spend  $75  million  m6re  than  is  even 
recommended? 

I  think  we  are  practically  ready  to 
vote.  If  it  is  all  right  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  going  to 
suggest  that  we  have  a  quorum  call  with 
the  time  not  charged  to  either  side,  in 
order  to  get  Members  to  the  Chamber.  I 
should  like  to  have  a  yea  and  nay  vote. 

I  think  we  can  vote  very  promptly. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  call  of  the  roll  not  be  charged 
to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois?  The  Chair  hears' none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re¬ 
scinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  my  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  yeas  and  nays  may  be  ordered  on 
the  Senator’s  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  their  time? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
first  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  . 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
✓take  only  a  moment  before  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  time  is  yielded  back. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
the  fact  that  this  item  relates  to  the 
last  year  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  an  authorization  for  that 
program,  with  respect  to  which  the 
budget  estimate  was  $375  million.  That 
has  been  increased  to  $450  million  by 
the  Senate  committee.  That  is  $125  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  House  figure,  as  I  under¬ 
stand.  I  think  it  would  be  rather  singu¬ 
lar  if  we  were  to  undertake  to  approve 
the  Senate  committee  figure,  under  the 
circumstances,  when  it  is  so  much  in 
excess  of  the  House  figure,  and  $75  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  budget  estimate. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  some 
farmers  could  not  get  in  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  heretofore,  because  of  the  conten¬ 
tion  that  the  funds  for  the  1959  program 
were  inadequate.  But  this  is  the  last 
year.  The  program  will  go  out  of  busi¬ 
ness.  I  am  sine  that  the  Budget  Bureau 
and  the  House  have  gone  into  this  sub¬ 
ject  very  thoroughly.  I  believe  we  should 
sustain  the  budget  figure.  I  hope  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  will  prevail. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  take  a  few  minutes  of  my  time. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  if  this 
program  were  to  be  extended  over  a  per¬ 
iod  of  years,  as  the  President  requested 
in  his  message  to  the  Congress  of  Janu¬ 
ary  29,  1959,  it  would  cost  a  great  deal 
more  than  $450  million.  From  all  I  have 
been  able  to  ascertain  it  is  very  obvious 
that  there  is  no  possibility  whatever  that 
this  program  will  be  extended  as  has  been 
requested  by  the  President  in  his  mes¬ 
sage. 

The  committee  was  attempting  to 
carry  out  the  philosophy  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  message  by  raising  this  sum  to 
$450  million.  I  am  somewhat  aston¬ 
ished  that  the  senior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  did  not  take  cognizance  of  that  fact. 

The  bill  has  not  yet  become  a  law.  It 
must  run  all  the  hazards  of  conference. 
It  is  highly  unlikely  that  we  shall  be  able 
to  preserve  the  figure  of  $450  million  in 
conference.  If  we  were  to  reduce  the 
figure  of  $375  million,  we  would  not  be 
able  to  preserve  that  figure. 

When  dollars  and  cents  are  involved,  a 
conference  becomes  a  matter  of  give  and 
take.  We  must  give  as  much  as  we  are 
able  to  take.  It  is  not  like  a  conference 
on  the  language  of  a  provision  of  a  bill — 
which  can  be  rewritten.  But  when  dol¬ 
lars  and  cents  are  involved,  we  cannot 
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expect  either  body  of  Congress  to  yield 
completely  to  the  other. 

In  my  opinion  the  committee  was  com¬ 
pletely  justified  in  its  action.  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  support  the  action  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
action  by  the  other  House  would  have 
reduced  the  program  to  a  program  to  be 
carried  out  within  5  years,  and  would 
have  excluded  the  10 -year  program? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  action  of  our 
committee  was  to  restore  the  10 -year 
program,  which  was,  in  effect,  restoring 
reforestation  and  the  objectives  to  be 
covered  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  5-year  limita¬ 
tion,  which  we  eliminated  in  committee, 
is  not  involved  in  the  pending  amend¬ 
ments.  But  the  reforestation  program 
is  involved  in  the  pending  amendment 
which  would  cut  the  authorization  by  $75 
million. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  a  fact  that  the 
action  of  the  committee  in  continuing 
the  reforestation  program  by  changing 
the  5-year  limitation  to  a  10-year  limi¬ 
tation  means  that  if  we  are  to  have  true 
reforestation  contracts,  we  must  have 
the  money  to  support  such  contracts. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  can  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that.  If  the  House  figure 
were  to  prevail,  there  would  be  an  allo¬ 
cation  of  only  2,300,000  new  acres  for 
the  conservation  reserve  program  next 
year  .  I  point  out  that  we  cannot  justify 
the  expenditure  of  this  large  admin¬ 
istrative  fund  on  such  a  small  acreage. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
this  is  one  of  the  effective  methods  still 
left  open  to  us  by  which,  in  taking  tilled 
land  opt  of  production,  we  are  making  a 
definite  approach  to  wiping  out  con¬ 
tinued  farm  surpluses? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  With  the  Department 
pursuing  its  policy  in  so  many  areas  of 
removing  planting  restrictions,  this  is 
the  only  program  that  I  know  of  that 
we  can  hope  to  use  to  take  acreage  out  of 
production  of  those  commodities  which 
are  proving  to  be  such  a  glut„on  the 
market. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thoroughly  ap¬ 
prove  the  Senator’s  answer.  My  view, 
in  supporting  writing  into  the  bill  the 
full  authorized  amount  of  $450  million, 
is  that  this  is  the  most  effective  blow  we 
shall  have  an  opportunity  to  strike  for 
the  discontinuance  of  increasing  sur¬ 
pluses  in  farm  production  during  this 
session  of  Congress. 

'  Mr.  RUSSELL.  This  is  the  only  op¬ 
portunity  we  shall  have. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Was  the  action  of  the 
committee  unanimous? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  recall,  it  was  not 
unanimous,  but  it  was  practically  so. 
The  vote  was  more  than  2  to  1.  There 
was  a  show  of  hands.  Those  who  ex¬ 
pressed  any  doubt  did  not  even  request 
a  rollcall.  I  think  there  were  two  or 
three  objections  in  the  committee. 
However,  I  hope  the  Senator  will  bear 


in  mind  that  this  is  a  large  committee, 
with  a  membership  of  27. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  listened  to  the 
colloquy  between  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 
I  fully  agree  with  the  expressions  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Georgia  in  response 
to  the  questions  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

The  entire  authorization  is  needed.  It 
is  more  needed  this  year  than  it  was 
last  year.  As  the  Senator  has  pointed 
out,  when  we  eliminate  acreage  controls 
and  rely  on  only  one  mechanism  to  re¬ 
duce  production,  namely,  lower  supports, 
there  must  be  something  to  absorb  some 
of  the  marginal  land,  which  has  been  re¬ 
peatedly  put  into  production,  thereby 
increasing  the  surpluses  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporations  owns. 

This  program,  besides  affording  con¬ 
trol  over  production,  represents  a  sin¬ 
cere  and  consistent  effort  at  real  serv¬ 
ice.  The  more  farm  people  we  can  bring 
into  the  conservation  reserve  program 
over  an  extended  period  of  years,  the 
better  our  conservation  program  will  be. 

This  is  not  a  year-to-year  program. 
In  many  instances  these  contracts  run 
for  10  years  or  longer. 

As  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
pointed  out,  what  we  are  doing  is  merely 
fulfilling  the  authorization  which  Con¬ 
gress  once  made,  in  the  light  of  the 
program  laid  down  by  the  experts  in  the 
Department. 

I  support  the  action  of  the  committee. 
I  hope  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware — offered,  of  course,  in 
good  faith — will  be  defeated,  in  equally 
good  faith,  by  a  resounding  majority. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bartlett  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  yield  back  the  remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  should 
like  to  take  a  little  time  to  point  out 
again  that  we  are  dealing  with  the  soil 
bank  program.  What  the  bill  proposes 
to  do  is  to  spend  $75  million  more  than 
the  amount  which  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
Remember  this  is  a  program  which  has 
been  very  much  criticized  by  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  Only  yesterday  I  heard  one  of 
the  orators  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
refer  to  the  program  as  the  Eisenhower 
golf  club  program.  He  said  it  was 
of  benefit  primarily  to  the  golf  clubs, 
the  rich  men’s  clubs.  Today  we  have  a 
chance  to  vote  to  cut  back  the  program, 
I  wonder  how  he  will  vote  today.  Let  the 
Record  show  that  as  we  vote  on  the  soil 
bank  program,  we  are  voting  on  not  only 
its  merits  but  also  on  the  question  of 
approving  it  to  an  extent  beyond  even 
that  visualized  by  the  administration. 
The  committee  bill  would  provide  $75 
million  more  than  even  the  administra¬ 
tion  believes  should  be  spent  on  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Let  us  make  this  issue  very  clear,  Mr. 
President.  Personally,  I  believe  that  the 
soil  bank  program  should  be  rolled  back 
even  more  than  the  amendment  pro¬ 
poses.  In  my  opinion,  it  has  been  a  fail¬ 
ure.  I  do  not  believe  we  can  justify 
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spending  $450  million  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  for  this  program,  which  takes 
land  out  of  production,  especially  when 
we  are  going  to  spend  through  another 
agency  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
for  bringing  new  land  into  production. 
If  we  reject  the  pending  amendment,  we 
will  not  only  be  approving  the  soil  bank 
program  but  also  be  approving  it  to  an 
extent  far  beyond  that  which  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  administration.  Seventy- 
five  million  dollars  are  involved  in  the 
amendment.  All  the  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  do  is  to  bring  the  program  back 
to  the  minimum  of  the  budgetary  esti¬ 
mates.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks  a  report  as  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  in  which  he  points  out 
certain  specific  examples  of  abuses  under 
the  soil  bank  program.  This  is  further 
evidence  in  support  of  the  contention 
that  by  all  means  this  program  should 
be  cut  back. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Land  Divisions — Hidalgo  County,  Tex. 

Case  No.  1:  In  1957,  a  6,500-acre  tract  of 
land  was  divided  into  12  parcels  and  sold. 
Acreage  on  11  of  these  parcels  was  subse¬ 
quently  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program  for  a  period  of  10  years.  The  an¬ 
nual  payments  on  the  conservation  reserve 
contracts  amount  to  $44,600,  or  a  total  for 
the  10-year  contract  period  of  about  $446,000. 

In  addition,  acreage  reserve  program  con¬ 
tracts  amounted  to  $64,800,  and  estimated 
practice  payments  amounted  to  $35,200  on 
these  properties  through  1958.  Other  infor¬ 
mation  pertaining  to  the  transactions  fol¬ 
lows: 

1.  No  downpayments  were  required  of  the 
purchasers. 

2.  There  is  evidence  that  the  purchasers 
were  required  to  obtain  maximum  payments 
under  the  soil  bank  programs  and  assign  the 
payments  against  the  purchase  price. 

3.  In  October  1958,  5  of  the  11  parcels 
were  refinanced  and  the  annual  installments 
payable  by  the  purchasers  were  reduced  to 
$5,000,  the  maximum  amount  a  producer  may 
receive  under  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  The  reduction  of  annual  installments 
coincided  with  the  discontinuance  of  the 
acreage  reserve  program. 

4.  Two  of  the  purchasers  were  shown  as 
doctors. 

Case  No.  2:  Division  of  this  tract  of  land 
totaling  about  16,000  acres  began  in  1956. 
Sales  were  generally  made  on  the  same  terms 
as  those  outlined  in  case  No.  1.  In  1958,  23 
separate  pieces  of  this  tract  had  been  entered 
into  the  conservation  reserve  program  under 
10-year  contracts.  The  annual  payments  on 
these  contracts  amount  to  $105,000,  or  a 
total  for  the  10-year  period  of  the  contracts 
of  about  $1,050,000. 

In  addition,  acreage  reserve  program  con¬ 
tracts'"  amounted  to  $131,000,  and  estimated 
practice  payments  amounted  to  $40,800  on 
these  properties  through  1958. 

PRELIMINARY  RESULTS  OF  CURRENT  REVIEW  OF 
1959  CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

1.  In  Curry  County,  N.  Mex.,  2,600  acres  of 
a  3,600-acre  farm  were  divided  into  five  par¬ 
cels  and  sold  in  1957.  The  sale  was  contin¬ 
gent  upon  the  purchasers’  execution  of  10- 
year  conservation  reserve  contracts.  Annual 
conservation  reserve  program  payments  on 
these  five  parcels  total  $21,000. 

2.  We  found  12  instances  in  Curry  County, 
N.  Mex.,  where  land  leased  from  the  State 
had  been  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program.  In  one  of  these  instances,  about 
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550  acres  leased  for  25  cents  an  acre  was 
placed  in  the  conservation  reserve  program 
at  an  annual  rental  rate  of  $9  per  acre.  De¬ 
tailed  information  as  to  acreage  and  rental 
rates  is  being  developed  on  the  remaining 
cases. 

3.  In  Bottineau  County,  N.  Dak.,  the  land 
value  estimates  established  by  the  county 
committee  and  used  in  establishing  the  pay¬ 
ment  rates  appear  high  based  on  our  review. 
The  county  committee  established  a  value  of 
$65  per  acre  for  land  of  average  productivity, 
whereas  the  average  per  acre  sales  price  of 
52  farmland  sales  since  1956  was  .$48,  in¬ 
cluding  buildings  and  wasteland. 

In  one  case,  a  600-acre  farm,  including 
buildings,  was  purchased  in  1956  for  $19,000. 
If  the  purchase  price  of  $19,000  was  con¬ 
sidered  applicable  only  to  the  530  acres 
classed  as  cropland,  the  value  per  acre  would 
be  only  $36  compared  to  the  value  of  $65 
assigned  by  the  county  committee. 

4.  Our  review  to  date  in  two  counties  in 
North  Dakota  has  not  disclosed  evidence  of 
land  divisions  to  avoid  the  $5,000  payment 
limitation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time.  I  assdme  all  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the.roll, 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  .  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr, 
Kefauver]  is  absent  on  official  business 
as  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Committee  of 
the  Atlantic  Congress. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph]  is  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  West 


Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton]  is  necessarily  absent  and  is 
paired  with  the  Senate  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke].  If  present  and  voting 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
would  vote  “nay.”  / ' 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  37, 


nays  48,  as  follows: 

Allott 

YEAS— 37 
Dirksen 

Pastore 

Anderson 

Douglas 

Prouty 

Bartlett 

Dworshak 

Robertson 

Beall 

Frear 

Saltonstall 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Schoeppel 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Scott 

Bush 

Hruska 

Smathers 

Butler 

Javits 

Smith 

Byrd,  Va.» 

Keating 

Thurmond 

Capehart 

Kuchel 

Williams,  Del. 

Case,  N.J. 

Lausche 

Young,  Ohio 

Cotton 

Martin 

Curtis 

Muskie 

* 

Aiken 

NAYS— 48 
Hart 

Monroney 

Bible 

Hayden 

Morse 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hill 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Holland 

Murray 

Carlson 

Humphrey 

Neuberger 

Carroll 

Jackson 

O’Mahoney 

Church 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Russell 

Cooper 

Jordan 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Kerr 

Stennis 

Ellender 

Langer 

Symington 

Engle 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

McGee 

Yarborough 

Gruening 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Case,  S.  Dak. 

Hennings 

Morton 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Moss 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Randolph 

Green 

Long 

Hartke 

McClellan 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  offer  a  clarifying  amendment. 
On  page  4  there  is  an  item  of  $1  million 
for  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  to 
provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  em¬ 
ployed  under  contracts  and  cooperative 
agreements  to  strengthen  the  work  at 
research  installations  in  the  field. 

Under  the  language  of  the  proviso, 
there  would  be  a  restriction  on  the  type 
of  services  to  which  this  appropriation 
would  be  applicable.  Therefore,  I  ask 
that  after  the  word  “Service,”  in  line 
15,  the  words  “in  Departmental  re¬ 
search  programs”  be  added.  This  is  a 
clarifying  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  the  amendment  which  I  send  to 
the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated.  Copies 
of  the  amendment  have  been  prepared, 
and  I  ask  that  they  be  distributed  to 
other  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  30, 
in  line  10,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 


the  period  at  the  end  thereof,  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

Provided,  That  in  carrying  out  price  sup¬ 
port  programs  required  by  law  no  funds  or 
stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  shall  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  price  support  operations  for 
any  crop  planted  after  January  1,  1960,  for 
which  expected  production  for  such  year 
exceeds  domestic  consumption  plus  exports 
by  more  than  3  per  centum  and  for  which 
the  Secretary  has  failed  to  provide  acreage 
allotments,  production  goals,  and  marketing 
practices  pursuant  to  section  401(c)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted  and  carried  into 
effect  by  the  Secretary,  in  my  judgment, 
it  will  save  approximately  $1  billion  in 
the  fiscal  year  running  from  July  1,  1960 
to  June  30,  1961.  I  believe  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment  is  also  necessary  in 
order  to  save  the  farm  program  from  the 
hands  of  Secretary  Benson. 

The  amendment  provides : 

That  in  carrying  out  price  support  pro¬ 
grams  required  by  law — 

And  most  agricultural  commodities  do 
have  a  price-support  program  required 
by  law — 

no  funds  or  stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  be  utilized  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  price  support  operations  for 
any  crop  planted  after  January  1,  1960,  for 
which  expected  production  for  such  year 
exceeds  domestic  consumption  plus  exports— 

Including  those  under  Public  Law  480 — 
by  more  than  3  per  centum  and  for  which 
the  Secretary  has  failed  to  provide  acreage 
allotments,  production  goals,  and  marketing 
practices  pursuant  to  section  401(c)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  us  know  that  the 
surpluses  of  agricultural  commodities 
have  increased  under  Secretary  Benson 
from  $2,450  million  worth  when  he  came 
into  office  in  1953  to  $9  billion  worth  at 
the  present  time,  and  all  predictions  are 
that  this  amount  will  increase  next  year 
to  $11  billion,  $12  billion,  or  $13  billion 
worth,  or  possibly  even  more  than  that, 
depending  upon  the  weather. 

I  think  the  basic  reason  why  that  has 
happened  has  been  Mr.  Benson’s  er- 
roneou*  price  theory. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  complete  my  statement;  and  then  I 
shall  yield. 

MR.  BENSON’S  MISTAKEN  PRICE  THEORY 

Mr.  Benson’s  price  theory,  which  has 
been  adopted  by  the  President,  is  that 
firstly,  lower  prices  for  agricultural 
products  will  bring  such  an  increased 
demand  for  those  products  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  farmers  with  a  higher  total  in¬ 
come.  He  also  believes  secondly,  that 
lower  prices  for  farm  products  will  de¬ 
crease  the  production  of  those  products, 
and  thus  there  will  be  an  effective  and 
proper  equilibrium  between  supply  and 
demand. 

Let  me  say  that  I  believe  this  theory 
of  his  is  mistaken  on  both  counts,  because 
a  reduction  of  agricultural-commodity 
prices  does  not  appreciably  stimulate  de- 
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mand,  for  two  reasons:  first,  it  is  not 
passed  on  to  any  real  degree  to  the  con¬ 
sumers  ;  secondr  even  if  it  were  passed  on 
to  the  consumers,  since  the  demand  for 
food  is  inelastic,  there  will  not  be  a  great 
increase  in  the  quantities  demanded. 
Next,  I  think  experience  has  taught  us 
that  a  reduction  in  the  price  per  unit 
of  agricultural  commodities  will  in  most 
cases  cause  farmers  to  produce  more, 
rather  than  less,  because  in  order  to 
meet  their  fixed  costs  of  taxes,  interest, 
depreciation,  time  payments,  and  so 
forth,  they  will  work  harder  to  produce 
more  bushels  and  more  pounds,  in  an 
effort  to  offset  the  decrease  in  the  prices 
per  bushel  and  per  pound. 

PRICE  SUPPORTS  WITHOUT  PRODUCTION 
LIMITS  IS  IRRESPONSIBLE 

Furthermore,  Secretary  Benson  has,  in 
the  case  of  grain  and  other  feed  crops, 
fixed  a  price-support  program  without 
any  attempt  to  reduce  the  quantities 
which  will  be  produced.  In  fact,  he  has 
fixed,  for  corn,  for  the  current  year,  a 
price  of  between  $1.12  and  $1.13  a  bushel; 
and  he  will  pay  that  amount  to  all  farm¬ 
ers  regardless  of  the  quantities  of  grain 
they  produce.  In  other  words,  the  sky 
will  be  the  limit;  he  has  thrown  every¬ 
thing  open.  The  result  is  already  being 
seen:  The  acreage  planted  to  corn  this 
year  is  very  much  greater  than  the  acre¬ 
age  planted  to  corn  last  year.  Yester¬ 
day,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  said  that  the  acreage  planted 
to  corn  this  year  will  be  close  to  90  mil¬ 
lion  acres,  instead  of  72  million  acres 
last  year.  Reports  which  I  have  received 
from  seed  firms  in  Illinois  are  that  the 
sale  of  seed  is  very  much  greater  this 
year  than  it  was  last  year;  and  that  if 
the  weather  is  at  all  favorable,  there 
will  be,  not  3.3  billion  bushels  of  corn, 
but  many  hundreds  of  millions  of  bush¬ 
els  more;  and  the  Government  will  have 
to  take  the  corn  at  $1.12  a  bushel.  So 
the  surpluses  will  increase  ehormously. 

What  the  Secretary  has  done  in  the 
case  of  corn,  he  has  also  done  in  the  case 
of  certain  other  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  such  as  feed  grains,  including  grain 
sorghums,  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  also  for 
soybeans,  honey,  tung  nuts,  cottonseed, 
flaxseed,  and  dried  edible  beans.  The 
effect  of  these  actions  by  the  Secretary 
is  to  provide  an  open  end  program  un¬ 
der  which  he  agrees  to  buy,  and  the  coun- 
thy  to  pay  for,  everything  in  these  prod¬ 
ucts  the  farmers  grow.  I  think  that  will 
cause  the  expenditure  of  unnecessary 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars.  In  my 
judgment,  unless  this  -program  is  re¬ 
versed  next  year,  the  cost  will  be  $1  bil¬ 
lion  greater  than  they  have  been  in  past 
years. 

My  amendment  is  designed  to  strike  at 
this  discertionary  power  of  the  Secretary, 
be  providing  that  when  he  establishes 
price  supports  under  the  law  he  must 
also  impose  some  restrictions  upon  pro¬ 
duction  as  required  in  section  401(c)  of 
the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949. 

I  know  that  a  technical  objection  has 
been  raised;  it  has  been  said  by  some, 
“Well,  in  that  event,  the  Secretary  will 
not  put  price  supports  into  effect,  and  he 
will  not  put  acreage  restrictions  into 
effect;  and  then  the  whole  program  will 
go  down  the  drain.” 


Certainly  that  is  not  my  intention, 
Mr.  President.  Although  I  do  not  pre¬ 
tend  to  be  an  expert  on  all  the  facets  of 
this  complex  subject,  we  have  had  the 
laws  examined  very  carefully,  overnight; 
and  if  the  amendment  is  read  carefully, 
it  will  be  seen  that  in  the  case  of  support 
programs  required  by  law,  the  Secretary 
will  have  to  provide  acreage  allotments, 
if  funds  are  to  be  paid  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

AMENDMENT  WOULD  NOT  ALLOW^'SECRETARY  TO 
JUNK  PROGRAM 

Some  may  say  the  Secretary  could  use 
the  amendment  to  junk  the  programs, 
and,  by  failing  to  provide  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  he  would  not  have  to  pay  price 
supports.  I  do  not  believe  this  to  be 
the  case.  For  most  of  the  open  ended 
crops,  the  Secretary  must  set  price  sup¬ 
ports.  They  are  required  by  law.  Since 
he  must  set  supports  and  pay  the  sums 
from  CCC  funds,  he  will  have  to  provide 
acreage  allotments,  if  my  amendment  is 
adopted. 

I  have  prepared  a  table,  by  crops,  of 
present  support  levels  in  the  law.  I  shall 
merely  refer  to  corn,  which  is  the  lead¬ 
ing  commodity.  The  present  support 
level  is  66  percent,  or  $1.12. 

The  law  provides  that  in  the  case  of 
corn  the  price  must  be  set  at  65  percent 
of  parity  or  75  percent  of  the  market 
price  of  the  past  3  years,  whichever  is 
higher. 

Barley,  oats,  rye,  and  grain  sorghums 
are -tied  to  the  corn  price,  so  what  holds 
for  corn  applies  to  these  other  crops. 
Cottonseed,  soybeans,  flaxseed,  and  in¬ 
edible  beans  are  tied  together.  Honey 
has  a  mandatory  price  provided  of  60 
percent  of  parity,  and  for  1959  the  price 
has  been  established  at  60  percent  for 
extracted  honey. 

The  law  provides  that  the  price  of  tung 
oil  shall  not  be  less  than  60  percent,  but 
must  be  65  percent  if  the  supplies  of  tung 
oil  are  not  excessive. 

^  In  short,  on  close  examination  of  the 
various  acts,  it  will  be  seen  that  not  even 
Ezra  Taft  Benson  can  escape  from  the 
provisions  of  the  amendment,  and  can¬ 
not  use  the  terms  of  my  amendment  as 
a  means  of  nullifying  this  program. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  I  am  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
call  attention  to  the  language  in  the 
fourth  line  from  the  bottom  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment,  which  relates  to  ex¬ 
cess  or  surplus  commodities.  It  reads, 
“plus  exports  by  more  than  3  per 
centum.”  It  seems  to  me  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  be  better  if  the  lan¬ 
guage  were  “plus  exports  plus  a  supply 
for  3  months,”  or  a  certain  period  of 
time,  because,  I  say,  most  respectfully, 
the  provision  of  3  percent  would  leave 
the  consumer  pretty  much  at  the  mercy 
of  a  very  tight  market  at  all  times. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  point  out  that  the 
language  relates  to  expected  production, 
and  not  to  existing  stocks.  The  stocks 
of  all  these  commodities  are  very  ample, 
as  the  Senator  well  knows. 

In  the  case  of  corn,  the  supply  in 
CCC  loans  and  storage  amounts  to  1,571 
million  bushels. 


In  the  case  of  barley,  the  supply  is 
159  million  bushels. 

In  the  case  of  grain  sorghums,  the 
supply  is  302  million  hundredweight. 

In  the  case  of  oats,  the  supply  is  104 
million  bushels. 

In  the  case  of  soybeans,  the  supply  is 
134  million  bushels. 

I  think  the  existing  CCC  supplies  are 
ample,  so  we  can  apply  this  test  to  the 
Current  production. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  only  other 
factor  I  desire  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  is  what  we  call  the  nor¬ 
mal  set-asides  or  reserves  which  are 
specified  in  existing  law.  For  example, 
a  certain  percentage  of  the  annual  pro¬ 
duction — I  think  it  is  15  percent  for 
wheat — is  called  a  reserve  or  set-aside, 
as  a  sort  of  cushion  for  national  emer¬ 
gency  uses.  I  would  hope  the  language 
likewise  could  be  in  terms  of  what  the 
supply  qualifications  are  based  on.  In 
other  words,  what  is  a  surplus  and  what 
is  a  set-aside?  A  set-aside  cannot  be 
called  a  clear  surplus,  if  it  is  a  legitimate 
percentage  of  set-aside  or  surplus  for 
national  emergency  purposes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  there  were  no  sur¬ 
plus,  the  Secretary  would  not  be  required 
to  put  into  effect  acreage  allotments. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  My  point  relates 
to  the  definition  of  “surplus.”  The  word 
"surplus”  I  think  should  be  defined  as 
that  amount  which  is  over  and  beyond 
the  necessary  requirements  for  domestic 
consumption  and  the  estimate  of  nor¬ 
mal  exports,  plus  the  set-asides  or  re¬ 
serves  which  are  required  for  national 
security  or  national  emergency  purposes. 

What  I  am  worried  about  is  that 
sometimes  when  we  define  “surpluses” 
we  think  it  includes  everything  which  is 
in  the  warehouses,  private  or  public,  over 
normal  exports  and  domestic  consump¬ 
tion,  when,  in  fact,  there  is  provided  in 
the  law,  which  has  been  in  existence 
since  1938,  and  which  has  been  amended 
a  couple  of  times,  a  provision  for  set- 
asides  and  reserves  for  national  secu¬ 
rity  and  national  emergency  purposes 
and  national  disasters.  It  is  15  percent 
or  20  percent  of  certain  crops.  The  per¬ 
centages  vary  depending  on  the  basis  of 
the  estimated  needs  in  case  of  national 
disaster. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  other  words,  does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  assert  that 
the  supplies  of  corn  and  other  feed 
grains — barley,  grain  sorghums,  oats, 
and  rye — are  not  excessive? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  sure  the 
stocks  of  corn  are  excessive,  obviously. 
I  say  the  stocks  of  wheat,  for  example, 
are  excessive.  I  do  not  believe  the  stocks 
of  oats  or  barley  or  soybeans  would  be 
considered  to  be  excessive,  because  those 
are  variable  crops,  and  they  are  crops, 
by  the  way,  as  to  which  the  production 
pattern  goes  up  and  down.  Are  there 
120  million  bushels  of  soybeans  in  supply? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  are  134  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  soybeans. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  more  than 
we  have  had  in  the  past. 

I  understand  the  acreage  planted  to 
soybeans  this  year  is  going  down,  pri¬ 
marily  because  of  the  corn  program. 
‘Acreage  is  being  shifted  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  soybeans  to  corn  because  of 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  3 


8706 

the  guaranteed  price  on  corn.  All  I  am 
saying  is  that,  when  reference  is  made 
to  surpluses  of  soybeans,  there  must  be 
considered  the  domestic  soybean  con¬ 
sumption — which  the  amendment  cov¬ 
ers — normal  exports — which  the  amend¬ 
ment  covers — plus  what  is  needed  for  a 
set-aside.  Perhaps  the  set-aside  would 
be  only  15  or  20  million  bushels;  but, 
whatever  it  is,  it  should  be  evaluated. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  in  01'-. 
der  to  make  my  meaning  clear — and  my 
meaning  is  intended  to  be,  roughly,  what 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
stated — I  ask  to  modify  my  amendment 
by  including  the  word  “normal”  between 
the  words  “plus”  and  “exports,”  and  to 
include  after  the  word  “exports,”  the 
phrase,  “plus  set-asides  required  by  law 
for  national  emergency  purposes.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  would  con¬ 
siderably  strengthen  the  amendment. 

AIM  IS  TO  SAVE  FARM  PROGRAM  AT  LESS  COST 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  so  modify  my 
amendment.  I  think  it  would  meet  the 
objection  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota.  I  think  he  has  made  a  very  valu¬ 
able  suggestion.  These  are  highly  com¬ 
plicated  subjects.  What  I  am  trying  to 
do  is  to  turn  the  spigot  off  in  fu¬ 
ture  years.  I  want  to  save  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  particularly  for  the  low  income 
farm  and  the  farm  family.  I  think  ulti¬ 
mately  we  shall  probably  have  to  shift 
to  a  system  of  supporting  incomes,  with 
a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  income 
which  is  supported,  rather  than  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  support  prices,  in  order  to  main¬ 
tain  the  family  farm.  It  may  not  always 
be  the  most  efficient  farm  unit,  although 
there  are  now  numerous  studies  to  show 
that  it  may  well  be  as  efficient  as  the 
huge  corporate  farms,  but  it  is  the  most 
efficient  social  unit  in  which  children 
may  grow  up. 

I  think  the  program  can  be  carried 
Into  effect  at  a  much  lesser  cost  than 
the  present  farm  program,  which  seems 
to  be  running  about  $3  billion  a  year  in 
CCC  losses,  and  which  next  year  may 
run  at  the  rate  of  from  $4  billion  to  $5 
billion.  I  think  we  can  provide  a  decent 
farm  program  at  a  cost  of  not  more  than 
$2  billion  a  year,  and  that  we  can  effect 
savings  and  at  the  same  time  rescue  the 
farm  program  from  the  hands  of  Secre¬ 
tary  Benson,  who  I  am  convinced  is  try¬ 
ing  to  wreck  the  program  by  guarantee¬ 
ing  price  supports  without  any  restric¬ 
tions  on  production.  Finding  himself 
swamped  with  corn,  he  will  say  to  Con¬ 
gress  and  to  the  country  next  year:  “The 
program  has  broken  down,  and  we  must 
eliminate  it  completely.”  Unless  we  take 
protective  steps  now,  he  is  likely  to  face 
us  next  winter  with  precisely  such  a  sug¬ 
gestion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator’s  pur¬ 
poses  are  exactly  right.  From  my  point 
of  view  the  Senator  is  surely  to  be  com¬ 
mended,  because  what  the  present  situ¬ 
ation  will  lead  to  is  exactly  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  is  pointing  to  not  only 
as  a  possibility  but  as  a  reality. 

If  the  present  situation  is  extended  to 
wheat,  as  it  was  to  corn — which  was  the 


proposal  of  the  administration — it  will 
lead  to  unbelievable  production  and  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  surpluses.  What  the  Sen¬ 
ator  seeks  to  do  by  his  amendment — ■ 
and  what  the  Senator  is  discussing — is 
to  provide  some  way  to  shut  off  unlimited 
production. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mi-.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  would 
not  shut  off  price  supports,  provided 
there  are  measures  of  marketing  prac¬ 
tices',  allocations,  or  restrictions  upon 
production. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams  of  New  Jersey  in  the  chair) .  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  ask  the  majority 
leader  if  he  will  yield  me  5  minutes  or  10 
minutes  from  the  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois.  N 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
that  at  the  conclusion  of  a  long  debate 


on  a  highly  complicated  measure  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  may  seem  puzzled  by 
the  submission  of  this  amendment,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  specific  knowledge,  they 
may  be  tempted  to  vote  against  it  on  the 
ground  that  it  may  get  us  into  difficul¬ 
ties,  although  I  do  not  foresee  any.  We 
have  tried  to  meet  the  difficulties  in  the 
several  days  this  amendment  has  been 
under  preparation  and  discussion.  I 
assure  Members  of  the  Senate  that  we 
have  searched  the  laws  very  carefully, 
and  we  believe  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  will  mean  it  will  not  be  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
escape  from  the  provisions. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  the  tabular  study  which  has 
been  prepared  on  the  basic  laws  govern¬ 
ing  these  various  commodities. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  study 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Crop 

Unltpf  quantity 

Present  support 
levels 

The  law 

Percent 

Price 

Barley _ 

Bushel _ _ 

60 

$0.  77 

1. 12 

Feed  grain.  Tied  to  com  on  a  feed  value  equivalent. 

65  percent  of  parity  or  75  percent  of  the  market  price  of 
the  last  3  years,  whichever  is  higher. 

Set  at  0  to  90  percent. 

Feed  grain.  Tied  to  com. 

Corn _ 

_ do.  _ _ 

G6 

Flaxseed.  _ 1. 

_ do  _ 

60 

2.  38 

Grain  sorghums... 

Hundredweight. 

60 

1.52 

Oats _  _ 

Bushel _ 

60 

.50 

Do. 

6T" 

.  .  90 

Do. 

Soybeans . . 

_ do _ 

1.85 

Tietl  to  cottonseed.  If  set  for  one  must  be  set  for  the 
other.  Legislative  history  began  with  Stegall  amend¬ 
ment  to  OPA  on  cottonseed.  Gave  price  support  for 
long  list  of  commodities.  Extended  for  2  years  follow¬ 
ing  hostility  and  since  by  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1948, 
1949,  etc.  Basis  is  legislative  history  and  the  tying  to 
cottonseed. 

Cottonseed  and  soybeans  must  be  related.  ‘ 

M  andatory.  Minimum  of  60  percent  of  parity  and  has 
been  established  for  1939  for  extracted  honey  at  60 
percent — 8.2  cents  per  pound. 

Law  reads  not  less  than  60  percent  but  must  he  65 
percent  if  supplies  of  tung  oil  are  not  excessive.  As 
tlie  latter  was  imported  from  China  and  there  is 
now  a  small  supply,  essentially  the  65  percent  mini¬ 
mum  prevails.  Designated  a  nonbasic  in  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1949. 

Same  as  cottonseed  and  soybeans. 

Ton. . . 

57 

38.00 

Pound . 

60 

.082 

Tung  nuts . . . 

Ton . . 

i  65 

Beans,  dry  edible. 

Hundredweight. 

60 

't,.  35 

i  Minimum. 

EXPENDITURES  WILL  INCREASE  NEXT  YEAR 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  if  we  do  not 
adopt  some  amendment  such  as  the  one 
I  am  proposing  we  will  find  ourselves 
committed  to  the  expenditure  of  a  much 
larger  sum  of  money  next  year  than  the 
$3  billion  for  this  year;  and  for  the  year 
after  next,  unless  something  is  done,  the 
expenditures  will  be  still  greater. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in  fixing 
price  supports  without  any  restriction 
upon  production,  violated  the  most  basic 
rule  of  farm  economics.  I  have  practi¬ 
cally  never  heard  anyone  advocate  price 
supports  without  provision  for  some  con¬ 
trols  over  production.  I  have  heard  a 
few  persons  advocate  such  a  course,  but 
they  have  been  regarded  as  extreme 
leftists,  so  to  speak.  Now  we  have  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  adopting  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  only  the  wildest  radicals 
would  put  into  effect,  namely,  price  sup¬ 
ports  without  any  limitation  upon  the 
number  of  bushels  which  the  U.S.  Treas¬ 
ury  is  asked  to  buy,  or  must  be  forcibly 
fed,  so  to  speak,  in  unlimited  quantity. 
The  only  difference  is  that  the  Secretary 


of  Agriculture  would  fix  a  low  price, 
whereas  some  of  those  who  have  advo¬ 
cated  unlimited  production  have  advo¬ 
cated  high  price  supports.  However,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  really  fol¬ 
lowed  the  most  discredited  policy  possible 
in  fixing  farm  prices. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
citing  the  ironical  situation  of  an  ad¬ 
ministration  which,  on  the  one  hand, 
talks  about  wanting  to  control  surpluses 
and  preventing  surpluses,  and  which,  on 
the  other  hand,  actually  follows  policies 
and  lays  down  policies  which  promote 
the  accumulation  of  surpluses. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  invite  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  one  of 
the  reasons  why  the  holdings  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  are  as  large 
as  they  are  today  is  the  unbelievable 
practices  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  itself  in  handling  its  stores  or 
its  stocks.  It  used  to  be  true,  for  ex- 
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ample,  with  regard  to  the  soybean  busi¬ 
ness,  that  a  private  processer  or  ex¬ 
porter  would  have  his  own  inventory. 
Today  such  an  individual  simply  lets  the 
Government  hold  the  product  all  the 
time,  which  means  he  does  not  have  to 
have  an  inventory.  He  does  not  have  to 
have  warehouses.  The  Government  has 
them.  The  beans  go  into  the  warehouse 
under  loan,  and  if  exporter  X  wishes  to 
make  a  deal  overseas,  whether  it  is  a 
Public,  Law  480  deal  or  a  cash  sale,  all 
he  does  is  go  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  get  his  stocks. 

It  used  to  be  true  that  many  private 
grain  traders  would  have  their  own 
warehouses,  their  own  elevators,  and  so 
on,  in  which  they  took  care  of  their  own 
stocks.  Today  all  of  them  let  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  do  it. 

Mr.  POUGLAS.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  to 
say  that  Mr.  Benson  has  put  into  effect 
a  form  of  socialism  in  warehousing? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  said  on  the  floor  before 
that  never  in  the  history  of  this  coun¬ 
try  has  agricultural  warehousing  been 
closer  to  socialism  than  it  is  today.  The 
Government  today  is  the  main  ware- 
houser,  the  main  storage  depot  of  com¬ 
modities  not  only  for  public  use,  but  also 
for  private  use.  It  is  commonly  known 
in  the  grain  trade  that  really  one  is  sim¬ 
ply  not  much  of  a  businessman  if  one 
is  foolish  enough  to  warehouse  his  own 
commodities.  All  ope  does  is  let  the 
Government  do  it  for  him,  and  then  take 
the  commodities  out  of  the  Government 
bins  whenever  they  are  needed.  In  the 
meantime,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  to  pay  all  the  administra¬ 
tive  costs  which  are  involved. 

This  is  a  part  of  the  problem  we  face 
today.  This  is  what  the  Senator  seeks 
to  correct  by  his  amendment. 

Furthermore,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
the  administration  low  price  support 
program,  with  no  controls,  is  designed 
to  get  rid  of  the  small  fanner  and  to 
maintain  the  large  farmer,  because  it 
is  perfectly  true  that  with  price  supports 
at  60  percent  of  parity,  in  the  case  of 
some  commodities,  if  a  farmer  has  a 
20,000-acre  farm,  a  5,000-acre  farm,  or 
a  10,000-acre  farm,  particularly  if  the 
farm  is  an  adjunct  to  a  corporation,  so 
that  it  has  the  benefit  of  tax  laws  and 
can  charge  off  certain  losses,  such  a 
farmer  can  produce  by  using  modern 
machinery,  many  millions  of  bushels  at 
a  low  price  and  perhaps  make  a  small 
profit  upon  the  total  operation.  How¬ 
ever,  Mr.  and  Mr.  Hans  Schmidt — who 
are  farming  in  Brown  County,  Minn., 
on  120  acres  of  land;  who  are  paying 
taxes  at  the  township  level,  at  the  county 
level,  and  at  the  State  level;  who  are 
paying  Federal  and  State  income  taxes 
and  excise  taxes;  who  have  to  buy 
machinery  for  the  farm;  who  have  to 
provide  for  their  family;  who  contribute 
to  the  church,  contribute  to  many 
fraternal  societies,  and  contribute  to 
charitable  organizations — have  a  little 
tougher  time  getting  by  on  60  percent  of 
parity. 

What  we  see  is  a  determined  policy 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  elimi¬ 
nate  what  is  called  the  marginal  farmer. 


Who  are  the  marginal  farmers?  That 
is  a  question  to  be  determined  by  the 
omnipotent  power  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  It  is  to  be  determined  by 
what  the  Department  says  is  marginal. 
I  suppose  they  use  the  yardstick  of  the 
automobile  industry.  The  only  ones 
which  are  not  marginal  are  those  left, 
and  there  are  some  of  those  about  which 
they  are  a  bit  dubious. 

SECRETARY  BENSON’S  "BARN  DOOR"  FINANCING 

Mr.’  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  in 
concluding  my  argument  I  wish  to  say 
that  the  administration  has  made  many 
bitter  charges  against  Congress  and 
against  the  Democratic  Party,  alleging 
we  have  engaged  in  back-door  financing 
in  that  we  have  guaranteed  supports 
which  later  called  for  the  expenditure  of 
greater  funds  than  were  initially  to  be 
appropriated.  This  has  been  chiefly  true 
with  regard  to  the  farm  program,  but  I 
want  to  remind  Congress  and  the  coun¬ 
try  that  the  farm  program  now  on  the 
books  is  the  product  of  the  Eisenhower 
administration.  They  dictated  it  at  the 
point  of  the  gun.  I  am  glad  to  say  I 
voted  against  it.  The  action  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  in  fixing  price  sup¬ 
ports  without  any  control  over  the  quan¬ 
tities  produced  is  not  merely  back-door 
financing,  it  is  barn-door  financing.  I 
submit  that  a  barn  door  is  bigger  than  a 
back  door. 

The  action  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  my  judgment,  will  cost  us  at 
least  $1  billion  next  year;  and  while  I 
hesitate  to  make  this  charge,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  must  have  known 
that  this  would  happen.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  he  did  it  in  order  so  to  swamp  the 
public  with  expenditures  that  in  disgust 
the  people  not  understanding  the  issues, 
would  vote  to  eliminate  the  entire 
program. 

As  one  who  wishes  to  support  a  decent 
farm  program,  as  well  as  to  save  money 
for  the  taxpayers  of  the  country,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  move  to  try  to  restrict 
plantings  beginning  the  first  of  January 
1960,  with  respect  to  those  commodities 
for  which  price  supports  are  required  by 
law,  is  the  best  way  of  turning  off  the 
spigot. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  ( 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Will  the  Senator 
tell  us  what  effect  his  amendment  would 
have  on  those  crops  on  which  acreages 
have  been  fixed?  Last  year,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  remember,  Congress  enacted 
laws  affecting  corn  and  other  feed  grains, 
as  well  as  cotton  and  rice.  In  the  case 
of  coton,  the  minimum  acreage  was  fixed 
at  16  million  acres  plus  350,000  acres  to 
take  care  of  small  farms.  In  the  case 
of  rice  the  minimum  acreage  was  fixed 
at  1,652,000  acres. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  My  amendment 
would  not  affect  cotton,  rice,  tobacco, 
and  peanuts;  but  it  would  affect - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Would  it  affect 
wheat? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  it  would  not  af¬ 
fect  wheat. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  about  the 
practice  of  overplanting?  There  is 
some  overplanting  in  wheat. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  a  separate 
question.  But  it  would  affect  corn,  the 
feed  grains,  and  some  other  minor  prod¬ 
ucts  upon  which  the  Secretary  has  fixed 
a  separate  price,  without  any  control 
over  quantities  or  acreage — notably  flax¬ 
seed,  honey,  and  tung  nuts. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  included  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  an  analysis  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  prepared  by  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Explanation  of  Douglas  Amendment 

(6-1-59-H)  to  H.R.  7175,  as  Finally  Mod¬ 
ified 

This  amendment  prohibits  use  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  price  support  programs  required  by 
law  for  any  crop  planted  after  January  1, 
1960,  if— 

(1)  expected  production  exceeds  domestic 
consumption,  normal  exports,  and  set  asides 
required  by  law  for  national  emergency  pur¬ 
poses  by  more  than  3  percent,  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  has  failed  to  provide 
acreage  allotments,  production  goals,  and 
marketing  practices  pursuant  to  section 
401(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  by  section 
401(a)  of  the  1949  act  to  provide  price  sup¬ 
port  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  and  other  means  available  to  him. 
The  amendment  would  prevent  use  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  in  certain 
circumstances,  thereby  requiring  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  resort  to  other  means  available  to 
him.  Possibly  section  32  funds,  appro¬ 
priated  funds  or  other  means  might  be  found 
to  carry  out  the  required  program,  but  this 
might  be  difficult  or  impossible  since  price 
support  is  usually  made  available  through 
use  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds. 
The  Secretary  would  be  required  to  use  any 
funds  available,  and  Congress  might  feel  it 
necessary  to  provide  appropriated  funds, 
since  the  amendment  is  applicable  only  to 
programs  required  by  law. 

Since  the  amendment  applies  only  to  pro¬ 
grams  required  by  law,  it  is  restricted  to  those 
commodities  upon  which  Congress  has  made 
price  support  mandatory.  The  Secretary 
would  be  free  to  support  prices  of  all  other 
commodities,  where  authority  is  discretion¬ 
ary,  without  regard  to  the  amendment.  If 
the  amendment  were  to  prevent  the  carrying 
out  of  a  price  support  program  required  by 
law,  it  may  be  that  the  amendment  would 
not  interfere  with  a  discretionary  support 
program  for  the  same  commodity,  but 
this  would  certainly  be  dubious. 

The  amendment  is  restricted  to  crops 
planted  after  January  1,  1960.  It  would 
therefore  not  apply  to  any  commodities 
which  are  not  planted  such  as  milk,  butter- 
fat,  wool,  mohair,  and  honey;  and  might 
not  apply  to  commodities  for  which  pro¬ 
duction  is  not  on  a  crop  basis.  It  is  difficult 
to  determine  how  it  would  apply  to  the  1960 
wheat  crop,  part  of  which  is  planted  in  1959 
and  part  of  which  is  planted  in  1960,  or  to 
tree  crops,  such  as  tung  nuts  and  crude  pine 
gum,  where  part  of  the  trees  may  have  been 
planted  in  years  past. 

The  amendment  would  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  by  failing  to  provide  acreage  allotments, 
production  goals,  and  marketing  practices 
pursuant  to  section  401(c)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  to  disregard  the  will  of 
Congress  and  prevent  price  support  required 
by  Congress. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment  upon  the 
basic  agricultural  commodities,  other  than 
corn,  for  which  acreage  allotments  and  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  provided  by  the  Agricul- 
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tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  Is  obscure. 
Section  401(c)  specifically  includes  market¬ 
ing  quotas  authorized  by  law.  These  would 
appear  to  meet  the  marketing  practices  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  amendment,  and  it  is 
unlikely  that  section  401(c)  could  be  con¬ 
strued  to  provide  for  acreage  allotments  or 
quotas  more  stringent  than  those  required 
by  law.  Certainly  the  amendment  would 
be  satisfied  by  the  Secretary’s  prescription 
of  allotments  or  quotas  required  by  law 
insofar  as  acreage  allotments  and  market¬ 
ing  practices  are  required.  However,  it  may 
be  that  the  amendment  may  be  satisfied 
only  if  the  Secretary  prescribes  acreage  al¬ 
lotments,  production  goals,  and  marketing 
practices.  Production  goals  are  generally 
somewhat  contrary  in  nature  to  allotments 
and  quotas,  looking  to  the  achievement  of  a 
certain  minimum  production,  rather  than 
to  curtailment  of  production. 

The  trigger  point  at  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  become  effective  varies  from  that 
provided  by  law  for  quotas  or  allotments. 
Where  the  statutory  formulas  for  quotas 
may  take  production,  carryover,  and  im¬ 
ports  into  consideration,  the  amendment 
takes  only  expected  production  into  con¬ 
sideration.  Where  the  statutory  formulas 
may  take  domestic  consumption,  exports, 
and  an  allowance  for  carryover  into  con¬ 
sideration,  the  amendment  takes  domestic 
consumption,  exports,  and  set-asides  required 
by  law  for  national  emergency  purposes  into 
consideration.  We  do  not  know  of  any  set- 
asides  required^  by  law  for  national  emer¬ 
gency  purposes. 

The  amendment  would  probably  have 
some  effect  with  respect  to  corn,  barley,  grain 
sorghums,  oats,  and  rye,  but  its  principal 
purpose  would  be  to  appear  to  give  the  Sec¬ 
retary  discretion  to  avoid  carrying  out  pro¬ 
grams  required  by  Congress.  Thus  the  Sec¬ 
retary  now  has  authority  to  impose  restric¬ 
tions  under  section  401(c)  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  gives  him  no  additional  authority. 
The  amendment  does  not  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  impose  any  restrictions.  It  simply 
prohibits  price  support  if  he  does  not  im¬ 
pose  restrictions.  The  Secretary  may  avoid 
price  support  by  failing  to  impose  restric¬ 
tions.  On  the  other  hand,  if  he  desires  that 
the  price  support  program  be  carried  out 
as  directed  by  Congress,  he  may  impose  the 
simplest  of  restrictions  under  section  401(c) , 
such  as  allotments  equal  to  the  planted 
acreage  (as  he  has  done  at  times  for  sugar), 
production  goals  equal  to  some  percentage 
of  the  normal  production  of  the  planted 
acreage,  and  marketing  practices  of  the  most 
minimum  nature  and  which  would  be  car¬ 
ried  out  in  any  event. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  With  respect  to  the 
commodities  the  Senator  has  just  men¬ 
tioned,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  present 
law  would  he  changed  should  his  amend¬ 
ment  be  adopted. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  do  not  think 
so.  The  Secretary  would  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  present  law.  The  pres¬ 
ent  law  requires  price  supports  for  those 
commodities ;  and  we  would  require  con¬ 
trol  over  fresh  planting,  or  additions  to 
current  stocks. 

Mr.  ET  LENDER.  Is  the  Senator  stat¬ 
ing,  in  effect,  that  the  Secretary  is  not 
following  the  law? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  He  is  taking  every 
advantage  of  the  law  to  break  the  farm 
program;  and  this  amendment  is  de¬ 
signed  to  prevent  him  from  doing  so. 

Under  section  401,  as  the  eminent 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  knows,  the  Secretary 
has  discretion  in  these  matters  of  pro¬ 
duction  controls.  This  amendment  is 
intended  to  remove  such  discretion  by 
a  limitation  on  the  funds  spent. 


Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  No 
doubt  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  offered  with  the  best  of 
intentions;  but,  in  effect,  it  would  repeal 
much  of  our  basic  law.  For  example, 
there  is  no  provision  at  the  present  time 
for  production  controls  on  dairy  com¬ 
modities.  If  we  should  find  a  surplus 

of  dairy  commodities -  . 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  say  to  my 
friend  that  my  amendment  reads  “crops 
planted’’  and  would  thus  exclude  dairy 
products. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  said  he  would  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  understand. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  In 
effect,  the  amendment  would  repeal  most 
of  our  basic  legislation  affecting  price 
supports.  It  would  create  a  most 
chaotic  economic  situation.  It  would 
break  prices  of  many  of  our  major  farm 
products.  I  believe  it  is  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill.  It  requires  af¬ 
firmative  action  by'  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  a  field  in  which  there  is 
no  basic  law  for  production  controls. 
Therefore  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
this  amendment  proposes  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Williams  of  New  Jersey  in  the  chair). 
The  Chair  is  ready  to  rule  on  the  point 
of  order  raised  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  and  the  Chair  will  examine  the 
nature  of  my  amendment,  they  will  see 
that  it  reads : 

Provided,  That  in  carrying  out  the  price 
support  programs  required  by  law — • 

That  is,  programs  already  in  effect  un¬ 
der  the  law — 

no  funds  or  stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  be  utilized  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  price  support  operations  for 
any  crop  planted  after  January  1,  1960,  for 
which  expected  production  for  such  year 
exceeds  domestic  consumption  plus  normal 
exports,  plus  set-asides  required  by  law  for 
national  emergency  purposes,  by  more  than 
3  percent,  and  for  which  the  Secretary  has 
failed  to  provide  acreage  allotments,  pro¬ 
duction  goals,  and  marketing  practices  pur¬ 
suant  .to  section  401(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

What  the  amendment  would  do  would 
be  to  remove  the  discretionary  powers 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  re¬ 
quire  him  to  fix  production  restrictions 
if  price  supports  are  guaranteed.  Price 
supports  are  guaranteed  for  the  com¬ 
modities  covered  by  this  amendment; 
but  it  would  remove  the  discretion  to 
which  I  have  referred,  not  by  a  change 
in  the  law,  but  by  a  limitation  upon  the 
funds  spent. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
makes  a  pretty  good  case  for  the  point  of 
order  I  am  making.  He  admits  that  his 
amendment  would  repeal  certain  legisla¬ 
tion;  and  for  that  reason  it  is  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 
Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  question  to  the 
Senator  is  asked  for  the  puspose  of  ob¬ 
taining  his  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of 
the  basic  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  that  there  should  be  a  limita¬ 
tion  upon  the  quantity  of  the  price-sup¬ 
ported  farm  products. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
general  thinking  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  I  believe,  is  that  if  we  are  to  have 
a  reasonably  high  price  support  program, 
we  must  have  production  control.  I 
subscribe  to  that  part  of  his  argument. 

.  Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  there  any  bill 
pending  in  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  which  would  limit 
farm  products,  in  the  face  of  the  huge 
surpluses  which  we  are  piling  up? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
wheat  bill  which  was  passed  the  other 
day  would  decrease  the  production  of 
wheat  by  from  200  million  to  300  million 
bushels.  The  two-price  or  domestic 
parity  plan  for  wheat  would  eliminate 
most  of  the  Government  cost.  It  would 
get  the  Government  completely  out  of  the 
business  of  acquiring  and  storing  wheat. 
Mr.  LAUSCHE.  How  about  corn? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  particular  application 
to  corn. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  order  to  achieve 
the  objective  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  in  mind,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
follow  the  method  suggested  by  him,  that 
is,  by  the  enactment  of  legislation  to 
make  mandatory  the  fixing  of  limitations 
on  the  quantity  of  products  whenever 
price  supports  are  paid.  Am  I  correct 
in  that  understanding? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Per¬ 
haps  the  chairman  of  the  committee  [Mr. 
Ellender]  may  want  to  reply. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 
Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  state  to  my 
good  friend  that  last  year  Congress 
passed  an  act — and  opportunity  was 
afforded  the  Senator  from  Ohio  and 
other  Senators  to  amend  the  bill — which 
dealt  with  the  production  of  corn  and 
other  feed  grains.  What  we  did  was  to 
comply  with  what  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  desired — that  is,  lower  price  sup¬ 
ports  with  respect  to  corn  and  other 
feed  grains. 

The  support  price  this  year  has  been 
reduced  to  66  percent  of  parity.  It 
could  go  down  to  65  percent  of  parity. 
It  was  felt  that  reducing  the  support 
price  to  as  low  as  65  percent  of  parity 
would  deter  the  future  planting  of  corn 
and  other  feed  grains. 

It  is  true  that  under  the  present  law 
corngrowers  can  plant  any  amount  they 
desire.  There  is  no  restriction.  The 
same  situation  prevails  with  respect  to 
other  feed  grains.  There  is  no  limita¬ 
tion  whatever  on  the-  acreage;  but  the 
theory  which  has  been  advocated  by  the 
Department  was  that  if  lower  price  sup¬ 
ports  were  provided  production  would  be 
deterred. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  question  has  not 
been  answered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  it  has.  I  said 
there  was  no  restriction. 
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Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  question  was 
whether  there  is  any  other  method  of 
achieving  what  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  desires  to  do  by  Way  of  placing  in  an 
appropriation  bill  this  condition  with 
respect  to  the  right  of  spending  money, 
or  fixing  a  limitation  upon  the  products 
on  which  price  supports  are  paid.  Is 
there  any  other  method? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  amend  the  law,  and  to  do  it  in  the 
proper  manner. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  It 
would  require  a  complete  change  in  the 
law,  which  I  would  favor. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  A  few  days  ago  I  read 
in  the  New  York  Times  a  very  spirited 
attack  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  on  Congress  because  of  the  farm 
legislation  which  has  been  passed  by 
Congress.  As  I  understand  the  principle 
involved — and  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  explained  it — the  theory 
of  the  administration  is  that  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  price  supports  will  thereby  cur¬ 
tail  production.  That  is  basically  it;  is 
it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  say  to  my  good  friend  from  Colo¬ 
rado  that  the  Senate  went  on  record  in 
support  of  that  theory  last  year  by  pass¬ 
ing  a  bill  which  was  more  or  less  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  lias  reference  to 
corn.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  With  respect 
to  corn,  the  prise  support  has  been  fixed 
at  the  average  price  received  for  that 
crop  over  the  past  3  years,  but  not  under 
65  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  If  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  will  yield  further  I  should 
like  to  say  that  I  wish  to  follow  the  ar¬ 
gument  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois.  As  I  understand  his  argu¬ 
ment,  the  concept  of  reducting  the  price 
support  program  without  imposing  con¬ 
trols  is  nonsense.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  next  question  is 
this :  As  I  understand  the  Chair  to  ready 
to  rule  on  the  point  of  order.  However, 
I  believe  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
based  on  that  premise,  and  it  would  take 
from  the  Secretary  certain  discretionary 
powers  now  contained  in  law,  and  in  a 
sense  would  overcome  what  we  might 
have  done  last  year  in  connection  with 
the  price  support  program  in  dealing 
with  corn. 

In  other  words,  we  would  say  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  “You  shall  not 
exercise  your  discretionary  power  under 
the  law.”  Therefore,  to  answer  the 
question  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio,  we  are  placing  a  limitation 
on  an  appropriation  bill.  Is  this  the 
argument  on  the  question  of  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I 
should  like  to  add  a  word  or  two.  If 
the  Douglas  amendment  should  prevail, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be 
required  to  put  production  controls  on 
com,  and  there  would  be  a  price  sup¬ 
port  of  only  about  $1.12  to  $1.15  a  bushel. 


It  would  create  an  intolerable  situation. 
The  corn  farmer  could  not  stand  it.  He 
could  not  stand  the  imposition  of  produc¬ 
tion  controls  along  with  that  low  price. 
If  we  are  going  to  have  a  production 
control  program,  the  corn  farmer  is  en¬ 
titled  to  a  better  price  support  level. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  If  I  may  follow  that 
reasoning  a  little  further;  in  other 
words,  by  virtue  of  what  we  have  done 
previously  with  the  corn  program,  it 
would  be  a  limitation-  on  the  production 
of  the  corn  farmer  without  giving  him 
the  benefit  of  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  Is  that  the  point? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  He 
would  have  the  present  price  support 
program,  with  is  a  minimum  of  65  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  or  about  $1.12  a  bushel. 
However,  on  top  of  that,  he  would  have 
strict  production  controls. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  How  much  control 
would  there  be? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
amendment  has  not  been  printed,  but 
I  should  think  it  would  require  the 
strictest  kind  of  control. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Under  existing  law, 
is  there  any  control? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  There 
is  no  basic  law  for  production  controls 
on  corn. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  care  to  comment  on  this 
subject? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  What  I  have 
.  tried  to  do  is  impose  a  limitation  on  the 
purposes  for  which  the  funds  are  spent. 
If  that  is  out  of  order,  then  the  whole 
language  on  page  28  beginning  on  line 
10  and  running  to  line  5  on  page  29  is 
also  out  of  order.  There  are  no  less 
than  four  restrictions  listed  there  with 
respect  to  the  use  of  the  funds,  which 
the  committee  itself  included.  It  in¬ 
cludes  a  limitation  on  price  supports  in 
excess  of  $50,000,  a  definition  of  what  is 
meant  by  a  person,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  order  of  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mi*. 
Williams  of  New  Jersey  in  the  chair). 
It  is  the  point  of  order  which  has  been 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young]. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  in  charge  of  the  bill,  I 
should  like  to  know  what  the  pending 
question  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
the  point  of  order  raised  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota. 

The  Chair  is  prepared  to  rule  on  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  regular  order,  with  all  deference  to 
everyone  concerned. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  Chair,  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order, 
and  the  point  of  order  will  be  sustained 
for  two  reasons:  The  provision  dealing 
with  the  excess  of  expected  production 
over  domestic  consumption  plus  normal 
exports  creates  a  contingency  as  set 
forth  in  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  and, 
therefore,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  is 
in  contravention  of  the  rule.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  it  imposes  additional  duties  upon 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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For  these  reasons,  the  Chair  sustains 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  take  the  time  to  appeal  from  the  lull¬ 
ing  of  the  Chair,  although  I  wish  to  say 
that  if  the  amendment  is  subject  to  a 
point  of  order,  so  also  is  the  amendment 
of  the  committee  restricting  to  $50,000 
the  amount  of  crops  which  can  be  pur¬ 
chased  from  any  one  person.  That  also 
is  legislation  and  subject  to  a  point  of 
order.  I  shall  not  indulge  in  any  re¬ 
prisals.  I  shall  not  raise  a  point  of  order 
on  that  provision. 

I  do,  however,  most  respectfully  re¬ 
quest  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  to  give  serious  consideration  to 
the  amendment  in  committee — I  under¬ 
stand  it  is  now  under  consideration  by 
the  committee — and  to  reaffirm  my  be¬ 
lief  that  it  is  perfectly  ridiculous  to  allow 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  fix  prices 
on  commodities  on  the  output  of  which 
he  imposes  no  restrictions  of  any  kind. 
In  my  judgment,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  leading  us  not  only  down  the 
road  to  disaster  but  almost  to  bank¬ 
ruptcy. 

The  responsibility  lies  directly  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  I  am  sick  and  tired  of  having  it 
said  that  Congress  is  involving  us  in  this 
open-end,  back-door  appropriation. 
The  barn-door  expenditures  of  Mr.  Ben¬ 
son  are  infinitely  greater  than  any  other 
appropriations  by  Congress. 

I  also  have  an  amendment  to  save  $11 
million.  However,  since  my  attempt  to 
save  a  billion  dollars  has  been  defeated, 
I  am  sure  there  is  no  chance  of  our 
saving  $11  million.  Therefore  I  merely 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of 
the  proposed  amendment  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  20,  line  6,  strike  out  the  figure 
*“$39,135,000”  and  insert  in'  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  “$28,135,000”. 

On  page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  the  figure 
“$1,431,665”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  ”$1,269,665”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  no 
further  amendment  is  to  be  offered,  the 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendments  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  and  the 
bill  to  be  read  a  third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  speak  briefly  on  the 
amendment  in  this  bill  which  deals  with 
the  $50,000  limitation  of  supports. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord  that  so  far  as  I  am  concerned  this 
amendment  is  satisfactory  and  that  I 
am  supporting  the  committee  position. 
The  Senate  had  approved  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  offered  last  week,  calling 
for  a  limitation  of  $35,000.  I  would  have 
preferred  the  same  limitation  of  $35,000; 
however,  being  realistic,  I  felt  that  if  we 
could  hold  the  limitation  at  the  $50,000 
figure  and  make  a  bona  fide  limitation, 
it  would  be  much  better  than  to  engage 
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in  a  legislative  fight  on  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  and  perhaps  lose  all. 

I  was  not  overlooking  the  fact  that 
under  the  parliamentary  situation  we 
are  in  at  this  time  I  would  need  a  two- 
thirds  vote  to  put  the  $35,000  limitation 
in  this  bill. 

This  amendment,  as  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proved  it  and  as  the  cofnmittee  ap¬ 
proved  it — and  I  wish  to  commend  the 
committee  for  approving  it — effectively 
provides  that  there  shall  be  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  total  of  all  loans  of  $50,000 
with  respect  to  all  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  produced  in  any  one  calendar 
year  that  are  available  to  anyone  per¬ 
son.  This  is  a  bona  fide  limitation,  as 
was  the  limitation  prescribed  in  the 
$35,000  amendment  upon  which  we  voted 
earlier.  The  term  “person”  is  adequately 
defined  to  prevent  its  being  abused. 

The  amendment  provides  that  if  a 
person  wishes  he  may  market  his  pro¬ 
duce  through  a  cooperative  and  obtain 
the  same  credit.  The  language,  how¬ 
ever,  is  drawn  in  such  a  manner  that  if 
a  man  uses  a  cooperative  and  obtains, 
say,  a  $30,000  loan  through  the  coopera¬ 
tive,  he  then  becomes  eligible  for  a  loan 
of  only  $20,000  when  he  goes  outside  the 
cooperative.  The  limitation  is  a  total 
of  $50,000,  no  matter  how  the  loan  is 
made  nor  whether  it  is  to  an  individual, 
through  a  corporation  which  he  owns 
or  through  a  cooperative.  The  lan¬ 
guage  is  adequately  drawn  so  as  to  apply 
the  limitation  to  a  total  loan  of  $50,000 
for  any  one  year  on  all  commodities 
produced. 

The  amendment  is  also  phrased  in 
such  language  that,  as  it  applies  to  a 
cooperative,  while  it  reserves  the  right 
of  individual  members  to  obtain  the 
maximum  loan,  either  through  the  co¬ 
operative  or  outside,  it  does  not  give  the 
cooperative  the  right  to  count  its  mem¬ 
bership  and  say,  “We  have  10  members; 
therefore  we  can  borrow  $500,000,”  and 
then  allocate  the  money  so  that  perhaps 
one  member  would  receive  $100,000  and 
another  only  $1,000.  This  is  not  an 
averaging  arrangement.  It  is  a  definite 
ceiling. 

The  language  of  the  bill  limits  the 
loan  to  $50,000  under  all  circumstances, 
and  it  instructs  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  prescribe  proper  regulations 
to  carry  out  the  law.  I  believe  the 
language  is  adequate  to  take  care  of  the 
situation,  and  while  I  would  have  offered 
the  amendment  to  reduce  it  to  $35,000 
had  the  parliamentary  situation  been 
right,  I  am  supporting  the  committed 
amendment. 

I  point  out  that  previously  the  House 
accepted  the  $50,000  figure.  While  the 
House  language  was  not  adequate,  never¬ 
theless  from  the  legislative  debate  the 
intent  of  the  House  was  clear.  I  not 
only  have  high  hopes  that  this  provision 
will  remain  in  the  bill  in  conference  and 
become  law  but  also  state  that  if  it  is 
not  kept  in  I  shall  oppose  the  conference 
report  when  it  returns. 

As  I  pointed  out  to  Senators  who  were 
supporting  me  in  connection  with  the 
$35,000  amendment,  the  present  amend¬ 
ment  is  attached  to  a  bill  which  is  going 
to  the  White  House  whereas  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  Senate  approved  earlier 
was  attached  to  a  bill  which  may  have 


an  uncertain  fate  ahead  of  it.  I  have 
tried  to  be  realistic.  Therefore  I  feel 
that,  all  things  considered,  we  had  bet¬ 
ter  take  what  limitation  we  can  get,  and 
hei-e  we  have  a  victory  in  our  grasp. 

I  think  this  step  is  a  major  victory  for 
the  taxpayers  and  will  stop  the  free  ride 
which  these  large  corporate -type  farms 
have  been  enjoying. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  time 
remaining  on  the  bill  has  not  been 
yielded  back. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  all  time  which  may  be  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  the  committee  or  the  majority 
leader,  with  the  understanding,  that  the 
time  remaining  to  the  opposition  will 
be  yielded  back  also. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  with  that 
understanding,  I  yield  back  the  time  re¬ 
maining  on  this  side.  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired.  The  question  is.  Shall  the  bill 
pass?  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  is  absent  because  of  a  death  in 
the  family. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver]  is  absent  on  official  business  as 
a  member  of  the  U.S.  Committee  of  the 
Atlantic  Congress. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph]  is  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver], 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
is  absent  on  official  business.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  would  vote  ‘'yea.” 
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The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mil 
Morton]  is  necessarily  absent,  and,  if 
present  and  voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  74, 
nays  10,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 74 


Aiken 

Hart 

Murray 

Allott 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hipkenlooper 

Neuberger 

Bartlett 

Hill 

O’Mahoney 

Beall 

Holland 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Bible 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Cannon 

Javits 

Russell 

Carlson 

Johnson.  Tex. 

Saltonst^ll 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Schoeppel 

Church 

Jordan 

Scott 

Clark 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Curtis 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Lausche 

Stennis 

Dworshak 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

Martin 

Thurmond 

Engle 

McCarthy 

Wiley 

Ervin 

McGee 

Williams,  N.J. 

Frear 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

FuLbright 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruenlng 

Mundt 

Bridges 

NAYS— 10 

Case,  N.J. 

Goldwater 

Bush 

Cotton 

Keating 

Butler 

Dirksen 

Williams,  Del. 

Capehart 

NOT  VOTING— 

-14 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hartke 

McClellan 

Case,  S.  Dak 

Hennings 

Morton 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Moss 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Randolph 

Green 

Long 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  was  passed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I- move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  thereon 
with  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Robertson, 
Mt.-Ellender,  Mr.  Young  of  North  Da¬ 
kota,  Mr.  Mundt,  and  Mr.  Dworshak 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


PURPOSE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
AGRICULTURE  IS  TO  WRECK  THE 
FARM  PROGRAM 
Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
voted  for  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  with  a  very  heavy  heart.  I  believe 
it  is  now  apparent,  from  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair  and  the  procedures  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  that  it  is  impossible  to  control  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  be  able  to 
carry  out  what  I  believe  to  be  is  his  in¬ 
tended  purpose  of  wrecking  the  agri¬ 
cultural  price-support  program,  al¬ 
though  in  the  process  he  bankrupts  the 
U.S.  Treasury. 

PRODUCTION  LIMITATIONS  COULD  BE  FIXED  " 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  fixed 
price  supports  upon  corn  and  other  feed 
products  without  placing  any  restric¬ 
tion  whatsoever  upon  the  number  of 
acres  to  be  planted  or  the  quantities  to  be 
produced.  He  could  have  protected  the 
taxpayers  and  the  farmers.  A  good  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  would  have  done  so. 
But  not  Ezra  Taft  Benson. 

There  will  be  an  enormous  corn  crop 
this  fall,  which  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  by  his  own  act,  will  support  at 
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$1.12  a  bushel;  and  by  his  failing  to  have 
imposed  any  restrictions  whatsoever,  we 
shall  be  committed  to  buy  and  to  support 
every  bushel  that  is  turned  in. 

We  may  have  a  4  billion  bushel  corn 
crop.  Certainly  we  shall  have  a  much 
larger  corn  crop  than  we  have  had  in 
previous  years,  unless  there  is  disas¬ 
trous  weather.  The  large  crop  will  be 
directly  the  result  of  the  actions  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

In  my  opinion,  the  Secretary,  is  both 
wrecking  the  farm  support  program  and 
helping  to  bankrupt  the  Treasury.  Let 
it  not  be  said  by  him  or  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  that  ConU'ess  is  responsible 
for  this.  It  is  the  acts  of  the  Secretary 
that  are  responsible. 

The  amendment  which  I  offered,  and 
which  was  ruled  out  of  order  on  a  point 
of  order,  attempted  to  control  the  abuse 
in  the  next  year  by  restricting  price  sup¬ 
ports,  in  the  cases  where  it  was  required 
by  law,  only  to  those  commodities  where 
restrictions  on  output  had  also  been  im¬ 
posed  by  the  Secretary.  I  think  my 
amendment  would  have  saved  at  least 
$1  billion,  and  would  have  made  the  farm 
support  program  more  acceptable  to  the 
American  people.  But  it  was  ruled  out 
of  order  as  being  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

CONGRESS  HAS  LOST  CONTROL  OVER  AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATIONS 

I  only  hope  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  will  bring  out  of 
committee  soon  a  farm  bill,  and  that 
it  will  contain  restrictions  such  as  I  have 
suggested.  I  think,  as  a  result  of  ac¬ 
tions  by  the  Secretary,  we  have  largely 
lost  control  over  the  farm  program. 
The  Secretary  can  throw  the  gates  open, 
as  he  has  shown  every  evidence  of 
throwing  the  gates  open,  to  unlimited 
production,  fixing  price  supports,  and 
bringing  about  a  huge  expenditure,  so 
he  can  then  misrepresent  the  facts  to  the 
American  people,  and  then  say  it  is  the 
farm  program  that  is  at  fault,  and  ask 
to  eliminate  all  farm  programs. 

I  had  thought  of  voting  against  the 
appropriation  bill  to  show  my  disgust  at 
a  situation  in  which  the  Congress  finds 
itself  delivered  into  the  hands  of  Ezra 
Taft  Benson  and  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration;  but  I  also  remembered 
that  there  are  many  good  features  in  the 
farm  bill — not  so  much  on  the  com¬ 
modity  stabilization  side  of  the  bill,  but 
in  appropriations  for  school  lunches,  for 
the  REA,  and  for  other  purposes  which 
are  very  close  to  my  heart,  and  which 
I  think  are  close  to  the  hearts  of  most 
Americans. 

I  must  say  that  if  the  fate  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  had  been  in  my  hands, 
I  should  not  have  wished  to  kill  it.  So 
it  went  through  my  mind  that  enough 
Senators  would  be  in  favor  of  the  bill  so 
that  it  would  pass,  and  that  one  Senator 
could  express  his  disappointment  by  vot¬ 
ing  against  it. 

Then  I  remembered  the  moral  rule 
that  the  German  philosopher,  Immanuel 
Kant,  laid  down — one’s  “so  act  that  the 
purpose  of  thy  action  should  become  uni¬ 
versal  law;”  or,  in  nontechnical  lan¬ 
guage,  “Never  do  that  which  you  do  not 
want  to  see  universalized.”  While  this 


is  not  an  invariable  rule  of  conduct,  it 
is  fairly  good  rule. 

I  concluded  that  to  vote  “nay,”  know¬ 
ing  the  vast  majority  of  the  Senate 
would  vote  “yea,”  might  make  me  look 
good  in  the  eyes  of  the  voters,  but  it 
would  be  morally  unacceptable.  So, 
therefore,  with  a  very  heavy  heart,  and 
with  what  I  hope  was  a  weak  voice,  I 
voted  “yea.” 

I  think  the  whole  farm  program  needs 
to  be  revised.  I  am  for  a'  farm  program, 
but  I  want  to  see  it  geared  particularly 
to  protect  the  small-sized  family  farm. 
I  do  not  believe  the  present  program  has 
over  a  year  more  to  run.  As  we  revise 
the  program,  I  hope  we  shall  center  our 
efforts  toward  protecting  the  family¬ 
sized  farm. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  for  his  legislative  effort,  which 
has  been  ruled  out  of  order.  He  has  not 
only  emphasized  to  the  committees  that 
have  control  of  this  type  of  legislation 
but  he  has  emphasized  again  and  again 
and  again  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
elsewhere  the  need  for  real  farm  legisla¬ 
tion.  He  has  emphasized  again  to  Sec¬ 
retary  Benson  that  he  ought  to  be  ex¬ 
ercising  some  leadership  in  this  field. 
We  know  that  in  our  total  economy, 
agriculture  is  the  softest  spot.  Last  year 
we  exchanged  viewpoints  on  this  matter 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  for  one 
have  been  urging  a  unit  control — a 
bushel  control — on  wheat  and  corn. 

I  think  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  is  100  percent  right. 
We  must  curb  production,  and  not  merely 
reduce  price  supports.  We  have  got  to 
curb  production  in  this  field.  We  shall 
never  have  any  success  in  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  until  production  is  reduced. 

I  may  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois  that  I  have  talked  to  many 
Senators  who  are  on  the  committee,  and, 
without  exception,  they  have  agreed  on 
the  desirability  of  unit  control  for  to¬ 
bacco,  cotton,  wheat,  and  corn;  but,  as 
Mark  Twain  said  one  time  about  the 
weather,  everybody  talks  about  it,  but 
nobody  does  anything  about  it.  The 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  has  a  bill  advo¬ 
cating  this  very  approach. 

We  have  got  to  do  something,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  no  question  in  my  mind  of 
the  logic  of  the  remarks  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Illinois.  To  use  an  old 
expression,  he  hit  the  nail  on  the  head 
when  he  said  there  is  a  deliberate  effort . 
to  undermine  the  farm’  program  and  to 
try  to  create  the  impression  that  the 
Democrats  are  responsible  for  the  un¬ 
economic  condition  which  exists  in  agri¬ 
culture. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
for  his  fine  effort  to  try  to  save  $1  billion 
in  the  farm  program. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  also  should  like 
to  congratulate  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Illinois  for  his  perspicacity 
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in  this  field.  As  the  Senator  knows,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  pursued  two 
basic  premises  which  have  been  proved 
to  be  entirely  wrong.  The  first  is  that 
lower  price  supports  would  have  a  tend¬ 
ency  to  reduce  production.  The  sec¬ 
ond  is  to  give  price  supports,  without, 
as  the  Senator  so  ably  pointed  out,  en¬ 
forcing  controls. 

On  February  16  last,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Wisconsin, 
and  I  all  received  a  promise  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  he  would 
give  the  committee  an  omnibus  bill — 
giving  his  recommendations  for  dealing 
with  the  farm  problem.  Nevertheless, 
he  has  not  yet  produced  the  bill  which 
he  promised  many  months  ago. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  had  read  of  that 
matter  in  the  press  and  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record.  I  am  very  glad  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  make  the 
statement  again  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  think  it  is  another  indication 
that  the  Secretary  does  not  wish  even  to 
advance  any  policy.  He  wants  to  be  able 
to  advise  the  President  to  veto  any  bill 
the  majority  of  the  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  may  pass,  and  then  force  us  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  existing  law,  which,  unfortu¬ 
nately,  does  give  discretion  to  him  to  put 
into  effect  price  supports  without  impos¬ 
ing  production  controls. 

Using  that  power  on  corn  and  feed 
grains,  the  Secretary  refused  to  impose 
production  controls,  and  we  are  going 
to  have  corn  running  out  of  our  ears 
and  money  running  out  of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  What  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  really  trying  to  do,  is  he  not,  is 
to  blame  the  Congress  for  the  failure 
of.  his  program  and  for  his  own  admin¬ 
istrative  inefficiency? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  that  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  The  Secretary  is  ready 
to  defeat  price  supports  even  if  it  costs 
the  American  taxpayers  $5  billion  or 
$10  billion. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  again  commend 
the  able  Senator  for  his  analysis  of  this 
situation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  making  a  fair  case  against 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  ask  the 
Senator  whether  he  can  imagine  any¬ 
thing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  might 
have  done,  within  the  authority  he  has 
had,  to  undermine  the  farm  program 
which  he  has  not  done? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  know  of 
anything.  I  would  give  the  Secretary  a 
100  percent  grade  on  every  measure  de¬ 
signed  to  injure  the  American  farmer. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  wish  to  point  out 
to  the  Senator  that  through  the  years 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Ben¬ 
son,  has  pointed  to  the  egg  industry  as 
an  example  of  how  the  agricultural 
economy  would  correct  itself  if  we  per¬ 
mitted  the  free  market  forces  to  operate. 
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The  Secretary  is  more  prophetic  than 
he  anticipated.  Today  we  know  that 
eggs  are  selling  at  about  40  percent  of 
parity.  This  process  has  gone  on  for 
3  or  4  months. 

Mr.  President,  last  week  egg  prices 
reached  the  lowest  national  average 
since  1941.  The  position  of  the  egg  pro¬ 
ducers  in  Minnesota,  which  is  an  export 
market  where  prices  of  eggs  are  several 
cents  a  dozen  lower  than  the  national 
average',  has  been  desperate  for  several 
months. 

The  fact  is  that  in  an  uncontrolled 
market  the  price  does  not  drop  in  the 
same  proportion  as  the  supply  goes  up. 
Price  reductions  do  not  reflect,  in  simple 
rates,  the  increase  in  supply.  The  egg 
supply  this  year  is  only  a  little  more 
than  4  percent  over  last  year’s  average, 
but  this  has  resulted  in  a  29  percent  drop 
in  the  price  of  eggs. 

As  Senators  know,  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  has  held  hearings  on  the  egg  and 
poultry  market,  and  on  May  13  in  a  let¬ 
ter  forcefully  requested  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  “review  all  existing  au¬ 
thority  and  availability  of  funds  with  the 
purpose  of  immediately  and  fully  imple¬ 
menting,  in  every  practical  manner, 
such  programs  of  purchase,  diversion 
and  export  of  eggs  and  poultry  products 
as  will  lead  toward  improvement  in  the 
present  critical  situation  within  the 
domestic  poultry  industry.’’ 

Last  week  the  answer  came  in  the 
form  of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Clarence  L. 
Miller,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  stating  that  the  Department  would 
not  use  the  authority  and  funds  pro¬ 
vided  through  the  section  32  program 
and  Public  Law  480  to  purchase  laying 
hens,  shell  eggs  or  broilers  for  use  in  the 
relief  programs  in  the  United  States,  or 
for  export,  or  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  President,  instead  of  following  the 
policy  laid  down  by  the  Congress,  Mr. 
Benson  called  a  well-publisized  meeting 
of  27  national  and  regional  representa¬ 
tives  of  poultry  farmers,  farms  organiza¬ 
tions  and  food  retailers,  and  after  this 
gathering  the  Secetary  produced  his 
solution.  His  words  were: 

An  accelerated  program  of  promotion,  ad¬ 
vertising,  and  merchandising,  calling  into 
play  all  the  imaginative  and  creative  forces 
which  have  characterized  many  successful 
food  promotions  in  the  past. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  this  is  a 
wholly  inadequate  response,  and  one 
which  makes  light  of  the  considered 
judgment  of  Congress.  The  crisis  in  the 
egg  and  poultry  market  is  not  a  result  of 
the  failure  of  Madison  Avenue  advertis¬ 
ing.  Its  basic  cause  lies  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary's  faith  in  a  free  and  uncontrolled 
'market  for  farm  products  within  a  na¬ 
tion  where  all  other  major  segments  of 
the  economy  are  subject  to  some  degree 
of  rational  control  over  supply  and  de¬ 
mand.  Immediately,  the  crisis  is  a  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  cheap  feed  policy  of  the 
Department  and  generally  reduced  farm 
income,  which  have  led  farmers  to  take 
a  chance  to  break  even  by  expanding 
livestock  and  poultry  production.  There 
is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  poul¬ 


try  emergency  will  soon  be  followed  by  a 
similar  crisis  in  pork. 

Senators  will  recall  that,  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  his  administration  in  1953,  Mr. 
Benson  assured  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  that  he  be¬ 
lieved  in  a  price-support  program,  at 
least  to  the  extent  that  it  was  needed  to 
“prevent  disaster  to  the  farm-producing 
plant.’’ 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  major  step 
which  the  Congress  must  now  take  is  to 
define  the  word  “disaster.”  Egg  prices 
in  Minnesota  have  been  at  42  percent  of 
parity  and  lower  for  3  months.  I  have 
called  and  written  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  frequently,  asking  the  De¬ 
partment  to  use  the  funds  and  authority 
it  has,  and  the  responses  have  been  sim¬ 
ilar  to  those  received  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  last  week.  I  think 
we  can  fairly  conclude  that  42  percent  of 
parity  is  not  low  enough  to  constitute 
disaster  in  the  Secretary’s  lexicon.  What 
does — 35  percent  or  25  percent? 

The  emergency  in  the  case  of  poultry 
and  eggs  is  simply  the  present  manifes¬ 
tation  of  general  crisis  threatening  agri¬ 
culture.  During  the  past  several  years 
farm  prices  and  farm  income  have  de¬ 
clined  steadily,  although  the  cost  of  food 
to  the  consumer  has  risen.  The  farmer’s 
share  of  the  consumer’s  dollar  has 
dropped  from  nearly  one-half  to  about  39 
percent.  We  are  all  aware  of  the  sur¬ 
pluses  which  have  accumulated  in  wheat, 
cotton,  and  certain  other  farm  products. 

There  is  a  pressing  need  for  a  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  the  entire  farm  program,  as  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  said,  starting 
with  the  principle  that  the  family  farm  is 
not  only  an  economic  base  but  is  also  a 
social  and  spiritual  force,  and  that  its 
continuation  is  a  primary  objective  of  the 
farm  program. 

There  is  a  real  danger  that  the  farm 
program  will  be  undermined  by  some 
who,  in  fact,  would  like  to  see  the  whole 
program  abolished,  but  who  take  a  posi¬ 
tion  which  makes  them  appear  as  de¬ 
fenders  of  the  family  farm. 

I  may  say  that  today  I  received  what 
I  believe  to  be  the  first  publication  in 
which  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
lends  its  name  to  the  sales  promotion 
program,  which  I  mentioned.  The  pub¬ 
lication  is  entitled  “The  Gold  Rush  of 
1959 — Eggs — Nutritious  Nuggets  ‘  for 
Your  Menu.” 

The  “gold  rush”  has  no  reference 
whatsoever  to  the  income  of  the  farmer 
who  produces  the  eggs.  So  far  as  I  can 
discover,  it  relates  to  the  fact  that  the 
yolk  of  the  egg  is  still  yellow  and  has 
some  nutritional  value. 

I  shall  not  read  this  report,  but  I 
notice,  as  I  look  at  about  the  second  from 
the  last  paragraph,  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  at  last  gives  some  advice  to  the 
people  of  this  country  on  how  to  cook 
eggs.  This  is  an  important  contribution, 
particularly  since  it  relates  to  how  to 
boil  eggs.  I  suppose  there  may  be  a' few 
people  in  this  country  who  do  not  know 
how  to  boil  eggs. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  Mr.  Benson  say 
that  one  should  place  eggs  in  boiling  hot 
water  to  boil  them? 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  It  is  said  that  the 
first  and  fundamental  rifle,  whether 
cooking  eggs  in  water,  in  a  frying  pan, 
or  an  oven,  is  to  use  low  or  moderate,  even 
heat,  and  that,  like  all  protein  foods, 
eggs  cooked  at  too  high  a  temperature 
become  tough  and  leathery. 

I  am  sure  the  American  people  who 
read  this  report  will  proceed  in  a  great 
rush  to  the  supermarkets  and  to  the 
stores  to  buy  eggs. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  a  master  of  sardonic  under¬ 
statement.  I  think  the  Senator  has 
made  an  excellent  point. 

PRESIDENT  MUST  ALSO'  TAKE  RESPONSIBILITY 

Mr.  President,  I  have  one  final  point 
before  I  yield  the  floor  and  go  down¬ 
stairs  to  have  lunch,  to  eat  some  eggs 
and  help  to  reduce  the  egg  surplus.  I  do 
not  think  we  should  blame  Mr.  Benson 
alone  on  this  matter.  The  policy  of  Mr. 
Benson  is  also  the  policy  of  Mr.  Eisen¬ 
hower  and  the  Republican  administra¬ 
tion.  I  think  we  have  centered  respon¬ 
sibility  too  much  on  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  not  sufficiently  on  1600 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  because  every  step 
Mr.  Benson  has  taken  has  also  been  a 
step  approved  by  the  President. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  certainly  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  Some¬ 
times  the  impression  is  created  that  when 
Mr.  Eisenhower  took  office  as  President, 
in  January  of  1953,  he  went  out  on  the 
White  House  lawn  and  found  all  the 
various  Secretaries  waiting  for  him,  and 
somehow  he  got  them  to  take  their  re¬ 
spective  offices.  This  was  not  the  case, 
as  the  Senator  has  pointed  out.  Those 
Secretaries  had  to~be  picked;  they  had 
to  be  recommended;  they  had  to  be 
confirmed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  President  not 
only  appointed  Mr.  Benson,  but  he  has 
held  him  in  office  against  the  protests 
of  a  large  proportion  of  American  farm¬ 
ers.  He  has  approved  all  the  legislation 
suggested  by  Secretary  Benson.  He  has 
vetoed  legislation  passed  by  the  Congress 
which  Secretary  Benson  asked  to  have 
vetoed.  He  has  placed  his  stamp  of  ap¬ 
proval  upon  every  act  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

While  I  like  the  President  personally, 
while  I  think  he  is  a  very  decent  man — 
if  I  had  sufficient  skill  at  golf  and  if  I 
were  invited  I  would  be  glad  to  play  golf 
with  him;  or  if  I  had  sufficient  skill  at 
bridge  and  were  invited  to  come  to  the 
White  House  I  would  be  glad  to  play 
bridge  with  him — while  I  think  he  is  a 
very  fine  person  individually,  so  far  as 
agriculture  is  concerned  I  think  he  is 
simply  a  ditto  mark  for  Ezra  Taft 
Benson. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  appropriation  bill  which 
has  just  been  passed  calls  for  the  ex¬ 
penditure  next  year  of  $220  million  over 
and  above  the  amount  which  the  admin¬ 
istration  requested  in  its  budget  esti¬ 
mate. 

I  shall  give  a  tabulation  of  the 
amounts. 
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The  Senate  by  a  vote  authorized  the 
expenditure  of  $75  million  more  under 
the  soil  bank  program  than  was  re¬ 
quested  by  the  administration. 

I  will  say  at  this  point  that  it  is  rather 
interesting  and  somewhat  amusing  to 
note  that  so  many  of  those  who  have  de¬ 
nounced,  the  soil  bank  program  and  even 
some  who  have  referred  to  the  program 
as  the  “golf  links  program”  voted  today 
not  only  for  the  program  but  also  for 
$75  million  more  than  the  administra¬ 
tion  wanted. 

It  could  be  that  this  was  a  practice 
Presidential  campaign  speech.  Rather 
than  being  against  the  program,  I  sup¬ 
pose  the  criticism  is  that  it  has  not  been 
elaborate  enough.  Anyway,  the  Senate 
had  a  yea  and  nay  vote  and  provided  $75 
million  above  the  budget  request  for  the 
soil  bank  program. 

The  next  item,  the  ACP  program, 
which  is  shown  on  page  12  of  the  bill, 
is  another  program  involving  additional 
expenditures.  The  Senate  by  another 
yea-and-nay  vote  provided  $150  million 
over  and  above  the  amount  requested 
by  the  administration.  This,  again,  will 
be,  a  direct  expenditure  which  must  be 
accounted  for  by  the  taxpayers. 

Again,  in  reference  to  page  27  of  the 
bill,  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
admitted  there  was  a  false  claim  with 
regard  to  a  $100  million  saving  in  the 
bill  as  reported  by  the  committee.  The 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  who  was 
in  charge  of  the  bill,  admitted  in  a 
colloquy  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  that  it  was  not  a  bona 
fide  reduction  so  far  as  expenditures 
were  concerned.  This  is  in  reality 
another  $100  million  increase. 

That  brings  the  total  increase  in  the 
bill  to  $325  million.  Now,  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  reported  with  regard  to  the  rest 
of  the  bill,  taking  into  consideration  the 
increases  and  decreases,  there  was  pro¬ 
vided  a  $105  million  reduction  in  the 
other  items.  That  leaves  an  increase 
of  $220  million  which  this  bill,  just 
passed  by  the  Congress,  will  call  for  in 
expenditures  in  the  next  year  over  and 
above  the  administration  request. 

In  addition,  the  bill  also  provides  for 
$33  million  of  loan  authorizations  for 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  again 
over  and  above  the  amount  requested  by 
the  administration. 

There  has  been  much  boasting  about 
the  fact  that  the  appropriation  bills 
call  for  cuts  from  the  Eisenhower  budg¬ 
et.  I  think  the  Record  should  show 
that  the  yea-and-nay  vote  on  this  bill 
called  for  $253  million  over  and  above 
the  budgetary  request. 

I  call  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
majority  party  because  I  know  that  they 
want  to  keep  the  tabulation  correct,  and 
if  there  is  any  question  as  to  this  tabu- 
t  lation,  I  will  yield  to  any  Senator  at  this 
time  who  wishes  to  take  exception  to  it 
because  these  are  the  figures  the  tax- 
pay  will  be  called  upon  to  pay.  Since 
there  is  no  answer  I  assume  they  agree. 
The  taxpayer  will  not  pay  on  any  such 
figures  as  are  shown  on  the  first  page  of 
the  report.  These  are  “trick”  figures  to 
show  a  savings  of  $105  million  and  are 
arrived  at  only  by  eliminating  from  the 
computation  all  of  those  items  which 


8713 


have  substantial  increases.  The  taxpay¬ 
ers  will  pay  for  the  bill  as  a  whole  and 
have  a  right  to  be  told  the  real  truth. 

I  say  that  the  report  when  it  states 
on  the  front  page  a  reduction  of  $105 
million,  refers  only  to  a  portion  of  the 
bill  and  does  not  refer  to  all  of  the 
bill.  There  is  in  reality  $253  million  in¬ 
crease,  and  the  report  should  show  it. 
This  has  been  confirmed  by  the  colloquy 
with  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
who  yesterday  admitted  the  accuracy  of 
these  figures.  There  is  no  question  about 
them.  And  I  say  again,  I  shall  be  glad 
to  yield  to  any  Senator  who  desires  to 
question  the  figures.  I  repeat,  the  bill  as 
passed  represents  a  $220  million  cash  ex¬ 
penditure  increase  and  a  $33  million  loan 
authorization  increase. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Again  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  for  the  way  he  has  dug  into 
the  figures  and  has  been  so  influential 
in  endeavoring  to  keep  the  bill  within 
budgetary  bounds.  We  have  been  fur¬ 
nished  by  him  with  the  accurate  figures, 
which  are  not  questioned,  so  far  as  I 
know.  Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  that 
I  voted  against  the  bill,  as  he  did,  as  a 
protest  against  “busting”  the  budget  in 
connection  with  items  with  respect  to 
which  it  seemed  to  me  that,  the  budg¬ 
etary  provisions  were  ample.  Every  tiqie 
we  try  to  keep  within  budgetary  bounds 
we  are  told,  “We  must  loosen  up  here, 
and  cut  out  somewhere  else.”  But  the 
“somewhere  else”  never  appears. 

In  connection  with  the  amendments 
which  the  SenatorMrom  Delaware  of¬ 
fered,  we  had  our  opportunity  to  keep 
the  bill  within  .reasonable  bounds,  but  a 
majority  of  the  Senate  voted  not  to  do  so. 

If  the  bill  comes  back  from  conference 
in  some  reasonable  form,  I  shall  be  happy 
to  vote  for  it.  I  hope  that  the  figures 
the  Senate  has  placed  in  the  bill  will  not 
be  sustained  in  conference. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  York.  I  likewise 
hope  that  the  amount  of  appropriations 
can  be  brought  down  in  conference. 
With  the  $12  billion  budget  deficit  con¬ 
fronting  us  this  year,  I  think  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  we  in  the  Congress  reduce  these  I 
appropriations.  We  cannot  do  it  by  in-  j 
creasing  them  above  the  amounts  which 
are  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

I  am  not  saying  that  there  is  anything 
sacred  about  the  Budget  figures.  Many 
of  the  figures  are  even  too  high;  but  cer¬ 
tainly,  as  a  bare  minimum,  we  can  live 
within  a  $77  billion  budget.  If  we  are 
not  going  to  live  within  it,4et  us  as  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  accept  our  responsi¬ 
bility  and  not  boast  about  how  much  we 
are  cutting  here  and  there.  Let  us  not 
report  appropriation  bills  with  reports 
to  the  effect  that  we  are  saving  $105  mil¬ 
lion  when  there  is  not  a  Senator  who 
will  stand  up  and  say  that  those  /figures, 
as  they  were  reported  to  the  Senate, 
have  any  degree  of  accuracy.  They  were 
merely  bookkeeping  items,  juggled 
around  to  look  good  to  the  taxpayers. 

They  do  not  reflect  any  degree  of  ac¬ 
curacy  as  far  as  reporting  the  full  cost 


of  the  bill.  That  statement  cannot  be 
challenged  by  any  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  If  any  Senator  wishes  to  challenge 
it,  I  will  yield  to  him  for  that  purpose. 

No  Senator  wishes  to  challenge  my 
statement. 

""  —  ^  .  . . 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE^HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  anno&nced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  torthe  report  of  the 
committee  of  confidence  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  J) he  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  ofythe  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  5805)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Treasurvf  and  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ments,  andjlme  Tax  Court  of  the  United 
States  foE/the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960^and  for  other  purposes. 

The  inessage  also  announced  that  the 
Houssr  had  agred  to  the  amendments  of 
theJGenate  to  the  joint  resolution  (H.J. 
Rag.  254)  to  authorize  participation  by 
tpe  United  States  in  parliamentary  con¬ 
ferences  with  Canada. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature 
to  the  following  enrolled  bills,  and  they 
were  signed  by  the  President  pro  tem¬ 
pore: 

S.  758.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Viktors 
Neimanis; 

S.  1197.  An  act  to  amend  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended: 

S.  1217.  An  act  to  add  certain  public  do¬ 
main  lands  in  Nevada  to  the  Summit  Lake 
Indian  Reservation: 

S.  1228.  An  act  to  amend  Public  Law  85- 
590  to  increase  the  authorization  for  ap¬ 
propriations  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Commis¬ 
sion  in  accordance  with  section  261  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  1242.  An  act  to  authorize  the  use  of 
the  revolving  loan  fund  for  Indians  to  assist 
Klamath  Indians  during  the  period  for 
terminating  Federal  supervision. 


REIMBURSEMENT  OF  STATES  BY 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  ON  HIGH¬ 
WAY  CONSTRUCTION 

l  Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
\leased  to  advise  the  Senate  the  House 
cbunmittee  on  Public  Works  has  voted 
todn^  to  report  favorably  H.R.  6303,  a 
bill  cfe  provide  fair  and’  equitable  reim¬ 
bursement  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  StateVwhich  constructed  certain  sec¬ 
tions  of  che  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  and  D^ense  Highways. 

H.R.  6303^ntroduced  by  the  distin- 
>  guished  chaiiflaan  of  the  House  com- 
;mittee,  Representative  Charles  A.  Buck- 
i  ley,  of  New  Yorl^s  a  companion  meas- 
jure  to  S.  1714,  whnrti  I  have  introduced 
|f  or  myself  and  otheinSenators,  including 
,the  senior  Senator  froSa  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
P£err],  the  senior  Senior  from  Ohio 
'[Mr.  Lausche],  the  juniiXsenator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  Che  two  Sena¬ 
tors  from  West  Virginia  [Messrs.  Byrd 
and  Randolph],  and  my  abl^olleague 
from  Connecticut'[Mr.  Dodd].  \ 

\  Mr.  President,  the  enactment  ol  legis¬ 
lation  to  reimburse  the  States  for\figh- 
jays  taken  for  the  Interstate  Systen^is 

I  > 
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necessary  in  the  interests  of  justice.  The 
^action  taken  today  by  the  House  com- 
raittee  is  a  significant  step  forward 
toward  that  goal. 

I  riope  that  the  Senate  Committee  on 
PubliixWorks,  on  which  I  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  serving  in  former  Congresses,  will 
soon  begin  to  consider  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  promem,  and  that  this  Congress 
will  act  to  &dve  it. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  state¬ 
ment  I  made  before  the  House  committee 
on  May  19  may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
following  these  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to\be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  \ 

Statement  op  U.S.  SenatorNPrescott  Bush, 
op  Connecticut,  Urging  Support  of  Bills 
To  Provide  for  Equitable  Reimbursement 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
States  for  Highways  Taken  NCnto  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  vand  De¬ 
fense  Highways,  Delivered  Before  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
May  19,  1959.  \ 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  cony 
mittee,  I  am  grateful  for  your  invitation  tOs 
testify  before  this  committee,  once  again, 
on  bills  providing  for  fair  and  equitable 
reimbursement  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  States  which  constructed  certain  sections 
of  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways. 

For  several  years  I  have  urged  Congress 
to  do  justice  to  the  States  which  have  con¬ 
tributed  mileage  to  the  Interstate  Highway 
System,  but  which  have  not  been  reim¬ 
bursed.  I  sincerely  hope  that  action  will 
be  taken  this  year. 

As  a  matter  of  equity,  Congress  should 
now  establish  the  principle  that  the  States 
are  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  highways 
which  were  completed  or  were  put  under 
construction  by  contract  on  the  Interstate 
System  between  August  7,  1947,  and  June 
30,  1957,  and  take  definite  steps  to  provide 
such  reimbursement  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

The  bills  relating  to  this  subject  which  I 
have  introduced  in  the  present  Congress 
are  S.  570  and  S.  1714.  S.  570  is  a  refine¬ 
ment  of  bills  I  have  introduced  in  former 
Congresses.  S.  1714  is  a  companion  measure 
to  H.R.  6303,  introduced  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  this  committee,  Rep¬ 
resentative  Charles  A.  Buckley,  of  New  York. 
I  am  pleased  to  join  Chairman  Buckley  in 
a  mutual  effort  to  seek  support  for  this 
needed  legislation.  I  am  delighted  to  in¬ 
form  you  that  the  bill  has  attracted  con-, 
siderable  interest  and  support  in  the  Sen/ 
ate.  Among  its  cosponsors  are  the  seizor 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  Senator  KERR^the 
senior  Senator  from  Ohio,  Senator  Lausohe; 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  York,  Srenator 
Keating;  the  two  Senators  from  W%st  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Senators  Byrd  and  Randolph;  and 
my  able  colleague  from  Connecticut,  Sen¬ 
ator  Dodd.  / 

S.  570  and  S.  1714  have  t^e  same  goal  of 
equitable  reimbursement  iiyview,  but  Would 
provide  different  methods  >6f  reaching  it. 

S.  570  would;  / 

1.  Declare  it  to  be  th€  policy  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  Reimburse  the  States, 
on  an  equitable  basis,  for  acceptable  high¬ 
ways,  free  or  toll,  Which  have  been  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  the  Interstate  System. 

2.  Authorize  Uie  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
provide  reimbursement,  upon  request  of  a 
State,  if  he  ^determines  highways  so  incor¬ 
porated  moet  Interstate  System  Standards. 
The  amou/t  of  reimbursement  would  be  lim¬ 


ited  to'the  cost  of  the  highway,  less  depre¬ 
ciation,  and  less  the  total  amount  of  Federal 
funds  used  in  its  construction.  Additionally, 
in  the  case  of  toll  highways,  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  would  be  further  reduced  by  deductions 
for  the  cost  of  all  auxiliary  facilities  needed 
for  its  toll  operation. 

-  3.  Require  the  States  to  use  funds  so  reim¬ 

bursed  for  construction  of  projects  on  high¬ 
ways  which  connect  with  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  and  enhance  its  utility  and,  after  com¬ 
pletion  of  such  projects,  on  any  Federal-aid 
system.  No  State  matching  funds  would  be 
required. 

In  order  to  prevent  excessive  additions  to 
the  normal  Sow  of  funds  from  the  highway 
trust  fund  in  any  single  year,  S.  570  provides 
that  a  State  shall  have  until  July  1,  1974,  to 
obligate  reimbursed  funds  to  its  credit,  with 
a  provision  that  no  more  than  10  percent  of 
the  total  credit  may  be  obligated  in  any  fiscal 
year. 

Your  chairman’s  bill,  H.R.  6303,  and  my 
companion  bill,  S.  1714,  declare  a  policy  that 
each  State  in  which  a  toll  or  free  highway, 
or  portion  thereof,  has  been  included  in  the 
Interstate  System  is  entitled  to  reimburse¬ 
ment  and  that  funds  so  reimbursed  shall  be 
used  for  construction  of  highways  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  system. 

•  The  bills  authorize  appropriations  out  of 
\general  funds  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated  and  not  out  of  the  highway^ 
tr\st  fund — and  this,  of  course,  is  a  major 
departure  from  the  financing  proposed  injury 
earlier  bill,  S.  570,  and  provided  for  iiyahe 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956  which/  was 
intendeckto  finance  completion  of  th  Winter - 
state  System.  —  v  '  / 

The  appropriations  would  be  authorized 
over  a  15 -year  period  commencing  with  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  196/  and  would 
total  the  net  reimbursable  amount  of  $4,- 
295,600,000.  The Nimounts  yivolved  for  any 
one  fiscal  year  range  betjreen  $225  million 
and  $360  million — clfcarh/  within  a  feasible 
area.  y 

The  argument  most/ffben  advanced  against 
the  Federal  Government  paying  its  just  debts 
to  the  States  for  tpeir  contributions  to  the 
Interstate  Systenyis  based  solely  on  expedi¬ 
ency.  Where,  ilAs  asked,  is  the  money  com¬ 
ing  from?  /  \ 

Gentlemeiyqet  us  grasp  the  nettle  firmly. 
It  is  time  for  this  Congress  to  recognize  that 
the  Federal  Government  can  pay  its  Mils  only 
by  taxing  the  people.  Either  we  tax  openly 
and  honestly,  or  we  impose  the  hidden/sdis- 
honesn,  cruel  tax  of  inflation  through  densit 
finjyfcing.  \ 

/he  proposed  reimbursements  to  the' 
States  will,,  it  should  be  noted,  have  no 
Affe ct  upon  the  budget  for  the  next  fiscal 
.year.  If  the  bills  are  enacted,  ample  time 
will  be  provided  for  inclusion  of  the  amounts 
to  be  reimbursed  in  the  budget  for  the  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year,  commencing  June  30, 
1961.  If  off-setting  savings  cannot  be 
found  elsewhere  in  the  budget — a  solution 
which  is  to  be  hoped  for — then  the  money 
must  come  from  taxation. 

I  would  prefer  that  the  bill  be  paid  by 
those  who  enjoy  the  benefits  of  these  mod¬ 
ern,  safe  highways.  As  you  all-  know,  we 
already  face  an  impending  shortage  of  funds 
in  the  highway,  trust  fund  which,  under 
present  law,  will  make  it  impossible  this 
year  to  apportion  funds  for  the  interstate 
system. 

President  Eisenhower  has  recommended  a 
temporary  increase  of  V/2  cents  a  gallon 
in  the  Federal  tax  on  motor  fuels,  effective 
July  1st,  to  keep  the  highway  trust  fund 
on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  and  to  maintain 
the  planned  construction  schedule. 

I  regret  that  the  leadership  of  this  Con¬ 
gress  apparently  is  unwilling  to  act  upon 


the  President’s  recommendatfon.  Should, 
however,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
of  this  body  and  the  Senate  Finance  Com/ 
mittee  beleatedly  give  active  consideratimyro 
a  temporary  increase  in  the  motor  fiuels 
taxes,  I  hope  they  would  also  consider/addi- 
tional  sources  of  revenues  from  highway 
users  which  could  be  used  to  finance  the 
reimbursement  program.  / 

The  other  alternative,  as  proposed  by 
Chairman  Buckley’s  bill  and  tbre  companion 
bill,  is  to  finance  reimbursem/ats  from  gen¬ 
eral  funds  in  the  Treasury/Unless  off-set¬ 
ting  savings  can  be  found/elsewhere  in  the 
budget  for  fiscal  1961,  t/e  Congress  in  the 
next  session  will  be  facro  with  the  necessity 
of  financing  the  program  by  taxation — 
either  by  raising  taxes  openly  and  honestly, 
or  by  the  inflation/tax  of  deficit  financing. 
Of  these  unpleasant  alternatives,  I  prefer 
the  former.  / 

In  any  even/  gentlemen,  this  committee 
and  this  Con/ress  have  the  duty  to  pay  debts 
owed  by  tJ5e  Federal  Government  to  the 
States.  There  is  an  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  Fpueral  Government  to  reimburse  the 
States  jIot  the  mileage  the  Federal  Govern- 
menynas  taken  into  the  interstate  system 
withbut  compensation.  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  encouraged  the  States  to  believe 
Uiat  they  would  be  given  credit  for  these 
mighways;  otherwise  many  of  them  would  not 
have  been  built.  It  would  be  a  gross  mis¬ 
carriage  of  justice  if  heavy  penalties  are  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  very  States  who  had  the 
courage  and  vision  to  undertake  the  con¬ 
struction  of  urgently  needed  highways  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956.  Failure  to  enact  a  reim¬ 
bursement  bill  would  inflict  such  unjust 
penalties. 


THE  NOMINATION  -OF  LEWIS  L. 

STRAUSS  TO  BE  SECRETARY  OF 

COMMERCE 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
floor  of  this  Senate  on  Thursday,  May 
28,  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  called  Secretary  Strauss  “an  enemy 
of  the  people.”  He  described  his  record 
as  “horrendous.” 

Is  a  man  who  in  his  youth  helped  to 
feed  the  starving  people  of  France,  Bel¬ 
gium,  and  central  Europe  an  enemy  of 
the  people? 

Is  a  man  who  has  spent  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  of  his  own  earning  to 
find  a  better  means  of  controlling  cancer 
'Sn  enemy  of  the  people? 

\s  a  man  who  served  his  country  dur- 
ingSwar  with  such  distinction  that  his 
services  were  twice  recognized  and  com¬ 
mended  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  ah  enemy  of  the  people? 

Is  the  man  who  insisted  upon  the  es- 
tablishmenVof  a  system  to  tell  when  our 
potential  enemies  achieved  atomic  weap¬ 
ons  capabilityVn  enemy  of  the  people? 

Is  the  man  who  first  and  alone  urged 
and  stoutly  maintained,  against  power¬ 
ful  opposition — almdst  unanimous  oppo¬ 
sition — that  we  should  not  be  less  well 
armed  than  the  Soviet— that  we  must 
develop  the  hydrogen  weapon — is  that 
man  an  enemy  of  the  people? 

Is  the  man  who  played  aNjeading  role 
in  helping  formulate  the  'President’s 
program  of  atoms  for  peace  an\nemy  of 
the  people?  \ 

Is  the  man  whose  idea  established  the 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency, 
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SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Sens.  Russell  and  Williams,  Del.,  de¬ 
bated  whether  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vides  more  funds  than  were  requested  by  the  Administration,  with  Sen.  Russell 
terming  as  "completely  in  error"  a  statement  by  Sen.  Williams  that  the  bill 
"calls  for  the  expenditure  next  year  of  $220  million  over  and  above  the  amount 
which  the  administration  requested  in  its  budget  estimate.1’  Sen.  Russell  stated 
that  certain  items  in  the  bill  were  authorizations,  not  appropriations,  and  in¬ 
serted  tables  showing  advance  authorizations  and  appropriations  for  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  and  ACP  programs  for  previous  years,  pp.  8874,  8875-80 


2,  EGG  PRICES.  /£en.  Neuberger  discussed  "the  disaster  which  has  struck 

poultry  producers  in  our  States,"  and  inserted  the  text  of  a  letter  h 
this  Department  urging  "steps  to  assist  in  alleviating  this  situation,’ 
sertedytwo  articles  discussing  the  situation,  pp.  8851-4 

3.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Murray  commended  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service  in  the  refo 

tiem  of  Teakettle  Mountain,  Mont.,  and  urged  enactment  of  legislation  for 
establishment  of  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps  to  aid  in  forestry  conservation, 
/pp.  8858-9 
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4.  'LIVESTOCK.  Sen.  Hruska  paid  tribute  to  the  Union  Stockyards  Co. ,  of  Omaha, 

Nebr. ,  on  its  75th  anniversary,  for  "its  steadfast  and  competent  service  to  the 
livestock  industry,"  and  inserted  an  address  by  the  president  of  the  Co. 
pp.  8841-3 

HOUSE 

5.  WHEAT.  Thfc  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of^H.  R. 

7246,  to  reyise  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports  for  wheat  (Se£  Digest  82, 
item  8,  and  Digest  81,  item  24,  for  a  summary  of  the  bill),  p.  D437 


6.  TOBACCO.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  S. 

1901,  to  modify  price  supports  for  tobacco  (See  Digest  82,  itqrfi  1,  for  purpose 
of  bill),  p.  D43V 


7.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Begstn  debate  on  H.  R.  3601,  to  amend  the^ederal  Water  Pollu¬ 

tion  Control  Act  to  increase  grants  for  construction  of  sewage  treatment  works 
and  to  establish  the  Office  of  Water  Pollution  Control^/ Rep.  Blatnik  quoted 

Secretary  Benson  as  saying  1!we  have  got  to  stop  wasting  water."  (p.  8912). 
pp.  8911-12,  8912-44  '  6  7 

8.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  King  criticized  the  "no  new  starts  policy  which  the  Adminis¬ 

tration  proposed  in  its  budgeh^ requests,"  stressed^ the  "importance  of  reclama¬ 
tion"  and  stated  that  the  charge  that  reclamation  is  responsible  for  farm 
surpluses  is  "not  true"  and  that\surpluses  are /a  "temporary  problem."  pp, 
8947-8 

9.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  /Committee  voted  to  report  with 

amendment  (but  did  not  actually  report)  jt.  R.  3283,  to  provide  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  suits  against  Federal  employee's/ arising  out  of  their  operation  of 
motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  epip Payment .  p.  D437 

10.  PATENTS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report  )  H.  R.  2739,  to  fix  the  feesvpayable  to  the  Patent  Office  on 
patents,  and  H.  R.  4059,  with  amendment,  to  amhnd  title  28  of  the  U.  S.  Code 
to  protect  copyrights  from  Government  infringement,  p.  D437 

11.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  fron/the  President  a  supplemental  appropriation  esti¬ 

mate  of  $295,285,072  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  $47,785,670  for  fiscal  year 
1960  for  various  agencies  /H.  Doc.  169).  The  proposal^ does  not  include  any 
items  for  this  Department/  pp.  8966-7 

12.  WATER  TRANSPORTATION.  .Rep.  Shelley  stated  that  despite  statutes  such  as  sec. 

901  (b)  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936,  as_amended,  "which  provides  that 
at  least  507.  of_Goven:nment  sponsored  cargoes  /such  as  surplus^  grain  moving 
under  P.  L.  480/  snail  be  carried  on  privately  owned  U.  S.  flag  vessels,"  the 
,:USDA,  ICA,  and  the  Department  of  State  have,  for  various  reasons  best  known 
to  themselves,  (engaged  in  actions  inconsistent  with  and  in  derogation  of  the 
purpose  of  the/legislation, "  charged  that  certain  agencies  "have  apparently 
been  more  concerned  in  furthering  the  interests  of  foreign  merchant  tnarines," 
and  urged  'Vprompt  legislative  action  to  prevent  the  extinction  of  the\tanker 
segment  o^our  American  merchant  marine."  pp.  8961-2 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


13.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  inserted  his  statement  before  the 

Sep/te  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  favoring  proposed  legislation  to  ex¬ 
pand  the  distribution  of  surplus  food  to  the  needy,  pp.  A4751-2 
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Mr.  \  HUMPHREY.  The  Macmillan 
plan  me^ts  the  test  up  to  a  certain  num¬ 
ber  of  on\site  inspections,  but  a  ceiling 
would  be  placed  on  the  number  of  on¬ 
site  inspections.  We  do  not  know  how 
high  the  ceiling  would  be.  It  would  cer¬ 
tainly  need  to  be  related  to  the  scienti¬ 
fic  capabilities  ok  the  detection  system. 

We  would  be  a  great  deal  better  off  if 
the  executive  brancKof  the  Government 
would  occasionally  cdnfide  in  us  and  in 
the  American  people.  'There  is  a  report 
known  as  the  Berkner  report,  which  is 
the  result  of  a  scientific^ study  which 
was  made,  relating  to  improvements  in 
the  seismic  aspects  of  the  inspection  and 
detection  system,  following  t^e  Hard¬ 
tack  series  of  tests. 

That  report  has  been  classified.  It 
has  been  made  available  to  a  few  of  us. 
We  must  keep  it  under  lock  and  key\in 
the  vault.  We  are  not  supposed  to  U 
about  it  in  the  Senate,  among  our  col' 
leagues.  Yet  that  report  is  required 
reading  if  we  are  intelligently  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  possibilities  of  an  adequate  in- . 
spection  and  detection  systems.  It  is  a 
disservice  to  the  negotiations,  on  the  one 
hand,  to  permit  certain  individuals  to 
frighten  the  American  people  into  be¬ 
lieving  that  their  security  is  jeopard¬ 
ized  because  someone  is  talking  about  an 
agreement  to  suspend  nuclear -tests,  by 
saying  that  we  cannot  really  test  to  see 
whether  or  not  the  Soviets  are  cheating 
on  the  tests,  when  there  is  available  a 
report  prepared  by  highly  qualified  sci¬ 
entists  and  technicians,  appointed  by 
the  President  or  by  the  President’s 
agent,  Dr.  Killian,  which  will  give  us 
accurate  and  new  information  relating 
to  detection  and  inspection. 

I  hope  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  has  representatives  in  these 
environs.  If  so,  I  hope  they  will  re¬ 
spond  to  the  request  to  make  the  Berk¬ 
ner  report  public.  It  is  time  this  kind 
of  information  was  made  available  to 
those  who  convey  news  to  the  American 
people — to  our  press  reporters,  our  col¬ 
umnists,  Members  of  Congress,  and 
others  who  convey  information  to  the 
American  public  at  large. 

The  terms  of  the  report  have  not  been 
made  available  to  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  or  the  House  of  Representatives,  or 
to  the  American  people.  I  appeal  to  tlu 
President  to  make  available  as  quickly 
as  possible  the  report  to  which  I  have 
referred,  because  it  will  give  us  .addi¬ 
tional  information,  which  is  required  for 
intelligent  discussion  of  this  highly  im¬ 
portant  issue. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  Pr/ident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  vj€ld. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  have  a  very  im¬ 
portant  question  to  ndt  to  the  Senator, 
in  view  of  his  men/oning  the  Berkner 
report. 

I  commend  th /  distigunished  Senator 
for  talking  aboud  a  workable  control  sys¬ 
tem.  Many  Questions  have  been  raised 
in  the  minds  of  some  of  us  about  the 
validity  ana  efficiency  of  such  a  system. 
We  must/ take  a  look  at  the  alternative. 
What  if  we  continue  to  do  nothing? 
Othe/nations  are  building  these  devices, 
and/they  will  continue  to'  build  them, 
iat  is  why  I  wish  to  go  on  record  today 


before  the  distinguished  Senator  leaves 
the  floor.  In  the  years  to  come-^in  the 
next  1,  2,  3,  4,  or  5  years — we  shall 
see  the  construction  of  these  weapons 
spreading  all  over  the  world — if  not 
big  bombs,  small  nuclear  weapons. 
The  question  is,  “What  do  we  propose 
to  do  about  it?”  If  we  do  nothing  about 
it,  as  surely  as  I  stand  on  this  floor-— 
and  I  have  been  in  two  wars,  and  have 
seen  the  development  of  new  fire¬ 
power — no  nation  in  the  world  will  re¬ 
ject  the  development  of  new  firepower 
in  world  war  III.  It  will  start  with  a 
small  bomb,  a  small  nuclear  weapon,  and 
will  grow  step  by  step,  until  we  are 
thrown  into  a  terrible  world  war  HI,  a 
nuclear  war.  All  the  military  authori¬ 
ties  of  this  Nation  know  this.  The  So¬ 
viets  know  it,  too. 

I  desire  to  propound  a  question  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  Berkner  report.  When  we 
talk  about  control,  do  we  mean  only  con¬ 
trol  of  big  bombs?  Do  we  have  an  in¬ 
action  system  with  respect  to  the  con- 
tf'ol  of  small  bombs?  Why  is  it  that  the 
Berkner  report  can  be  given  to  the  dele¬ 
gated  of  other  countries,  but  not  to  the 
memoirs  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States, \vho  are  representatives  of  they 
people?  NHow  arg  the  people  to  obtaj 
this  information? 

Does  the  ^Senator  have  informatiofi  to 
the  effect  that  the  Berkner  report /might 
be  helpful  in  ascertaining  whether  there 
should  be  a  comprehensive,  efficient  con¬ 
trol  system  giving,  us  information  with 
respect  to  small  underground  explosions 
as  well  as  large  explosions/ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  \$n?len  the  Berkner 
report  is  released — and/t  hope  it  will  be ; 
that  is  what  the  appeal  inhere  today — it 
will  be  seen  that  it Jzuntaink information 
which  is  both  refreshing,  the  one 
hand,  and  disturbing  on  the  other.  One 
of  the  purposes  of  this  discussion  is  to 
get  these  issues  out  into  the  open.  If 
an  agreement  is  ever  signed  at  Geneva, 
it  must  come  back  to  the  Senate.  \The 
question/ which  the  Senator  from 
nessee ylMr.  Gore]  asks,  and  the  obseiy 
vatio/s  he  makes,  are  pertinent,  relevant 
and/important.  We  should  discuss  them 
npw,  ahead  of  time,  so  that  our  negotia¬ 
nt  will  know  what  is  in  the  minds  of 
Members  of  the  Senate. 

I  am  not  at  liberty  at  this  stage  to 
discuss  the  Berkner  report.  As  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  I  have  -had  an 
opportunity  to  examine  it. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Is  it  a  report  by 
scientists? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  certainly  is. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Does  it  have  to  do 
with  the  possibility  of  an  inspection  sys¬ 
tem? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed  it  does. 

It  contains  many  proposals  and  sug¬ 
gestions  relating  to  improvement  of  in¬ 
spection  systems.  It  also  contains  other 
proposals.  It  contains  materials  which 
are  rather  disturbing,  in  terms  of  some 
of  the  problems  we  shall .  encounter  in 
connection  with  an  inspection  system. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  commend  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  and  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  who 
have  participated  in  this  discussion. 


This  is  what  we  need  more  of  in  this 
country,  instead  of  drifting  aimlessly.  / 
We  must  let  the  people  know  the  real/ 
dangers  of  atomic  warfare.  They  are 
not' small.  They  are  great. 

The  crisis  confronting  us  in  West  Ber¬ 
lin  today  is  not  a  small  crisis.  ,,If  we 
intend  to  give  up,  to  appease,  and  to  back 
off,  our  stand  must  be  made  known, 
and  our  people  must  know  wfyat  we  pro¬ 
pose  to  do.  That  is  why  I  congratulate 
the  Senator  from  Minnespta  for  stimu¬ 
lating  thinking  along  these  lines. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  it  is  un¬ 
likely  that  the  subject-matter  of  nuclear 
testing  will  be  settle/  at  Geneva,  It  will 
be  brought  into  me  so-called  summit 
conference.  Th/  is  what  I  believe  the 
Soviets  prefer  td  do.  I  am  pleased  that 
our  Government  has  taken  the  view  that 
all  the  tech/cal  aspects,  all  of  what  we 
might  cal/the  work-table  aspects,  the 
detailed , aspects,  must  be  hammered  out 
among/he  negotiators  at  Geneva. 

I  avfi  convinced  that  the  Soviets  want 
to  tyfice  the  whole  subject  of  nuclear  test 
pi/mibition  to  the  Summit  conference, 
tat  is  one  thing  they  want  to  do. 
’herefore  it  is  imperative,  before  it  gets 
into  the  hands  of  the  heads  of  state  at 
a  Summit  conference,  where  the  ob¬ 
servations  of  Members  of  Congress,  may 
I  point  out,  are  surely  limited  at  best, 
that  we  discuss  it  here.  There  is  no 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  knows  the 
atomic  energy  field  better  than  the  two 
Senators  who  were  discussing  it  today, 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson]  and  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Gore].  There  is  no  Member  of 
Congress  who  has  made  a  finer  con¬ 
tribution  to  an  intelligent  discussion  of 
the  problems  at  Geneva  than  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church].  It  is  my 
privilege  to  be  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Disarmament.  I  am 
not  an  expert.  However,  I  believe  that 
we  ought  to  get  these  matters  into  the 
open,  and  I  believe  we  should  discuss 
them.  I  would  rather  ai’gue  in  public 
these  great  national  policies,  and  make 
my  share  of  mistakes  in  the  arguments, 
;han  to  see  them  negotiated  in  secret, 
ffhout  the  information  being  made 
available  to  Members  of  Congress,  on  the 
basikof  reports  such  as  the  Berkner  re¬ 
port,  sold  subsequently  find  out  that  the 
negotiators  had  agreed  to  something 
which,  later  on,  the  Senate  either  ac¬ 
cepted  onNtie  basis  of  blind  acceptance, 
or  rejected \ecause  of  fear  or  misunder-  v 
standing.  W£  are  going  to  have  under¬ 
standing  on  this  issue.  This  debate  is 
all  to  the  good. 

Mr.  CARROLlX  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?' 

Mr..  HUMPHREYX  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  Senator  may  conclude  the  debate, 
if  he  wishes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  shoiiM  like  to  make 
one  short  observation,  Mr\President.  I 
should  like  again  to  commend  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota  and 
all  his  colleagues  who  are  experts  in  this 
field.  The  questions  involved  are  tre¬ 
mendously  important  to  the  AnWican 
people.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 'Min¬ 
nesota  that,  so  far  as  the  future  is  ctm- 
cerned,  he  need  have  no  qualms  abotyt 
having  overreached  himself.  This  is 
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matter  for  discussion  and  debate.  I 
frankly 'Have  many  qualms  as  to  whether 
we  can  have  an  efficient  control  system. 
I  do  not  kngw  how  we  are  going  to  con¬ 
trol  smaller  weapons. 

Science  ma>x  solve  it  for,  us.  A  year 
and  a  half  agh,  when  I  discussed  the 
subject  with  thftv  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  we  were  talking  about  recon¬ 
naissance  satellites^.  The  time  seemed 
far  away  when  we  could  ever  have  in 
orbit  a  satellite,  containing  cameras 
taking  photographs  of\countries.  At 
that  time  we  did  not  know  how  reentry 
could  be  made. 

Only  2  or  3  days  ago  Able\and  Baker 
reentered  in  a  cone.  And  a  few^days  ago 
I  read  of  further  progress  with  a\amera- 
satellite. 

Science  will  make  great  advances  in 
this  field.  The  Berkner  report  shows 
the  scientific  advance  which  has 
made  in  seisomological  instruments,  as 
believe  they  are  called.  The  importance 
of  a  debate  such  as  this  is  that  we  dis¬ 
cuss  the  subject,  and  become  aware  of 
it,  and  do  not  agree  with  any  attitude 
or  mentality  or  military  jingoism,  which 
holds  that  the  only  way  out  is  war.  As 
surely  as  I  am  standing  in  the  Senate 
today,  if  we  ever  get  to  the  point  of 
dropping  small  nuclear  weapons,  the  big 
ones  will  follow.  That  is  the  whole  his¬ 
tory  of  military  warfare  whenever  a  new 
system  of  fire  power  has  been  developed. 
This  is  the  way  we  have  developed  in 
the  field  of  atomic  energy  and  nuclear 
warfare.  * 

That  is  why  I  again  commend  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  who  have  made  this  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

'  Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  §rom  Georgia. 


June 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  my  at¬ 
tention  has  just  been  called  to  some  re¬ 
marks  which  were  made  on  yesterday  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  after  I  had  left  the  floor  and 
after  the  passage  of  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  in  his* 
speech  challenged  anyone  to  take  excep¬ 
tion  to  some  very  erroneofis  figures.  I 
do  not  know  whether  any  members  of  the . 
subcommittee  were  on  the  floor  at  the 
time.  If  they  were,  I  imagine  they  were 
so  staggered  by  the  failure  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  to  comprehend  the 
nature  of  the  bill  that  they  did  not  desire 
to  undertake  any  controversy  with  him. 

The  Senator  fell  into  the  most  grevious 
error.  He  said — and  I  am  reading  from 
page  8712  of  the  Record: 

Mr.  President,  the  appropriation  hill  which 
has  just  been  passed  calls  for  the  expendi¬ 
ture  next  year  of  $220  million  over  and  above 
the  amount  which  the  administration  re¬ 
quested  in  its  budget  estimate. 

That  statement  was  repeated  two  or 
three  times  during  the  course  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  statement.  The  Senator  goes  on 


to  refej-  to  some  increases  Which  were 
made  in  the  authorization  for  expendi¬ 
tures  for  which  appropriations  will  be 
made  in  the  appropriation  bill  fiscal  1961. 
He  thus  has  pyramided  the  expenditures 
which  will  be  made  in  fiscal  1960  on  top 
of  the  expenditures  which  will  be  made 
in  fiscal  1961. 

He  repeated  that  statement  several 
times.  I  read  from  page  8173: 

That  leaves  an  increase  of  $220  million 
which  this  bill,  just  passed  by  the  Congress, 
will  call  for  in  expenditures  in  the  next  year 
over  and  above  the  administration  request. 

The  statement  is  completely  in  error. 
Even  conceding  that  all  of  the  $100  mil¬ 
lion  which  he  also  discussed,  and  which 
was  reduced  from  the  amount  ultimately 
needed  to  restore  the  capital  impairment 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
would  be  necessary,  the  bill  is  $5%  mil¬ 
lion  below  the  budget  estimates.  I  ad¬ 
mit  that  that  is  a  very  small  amount  for 
such  a  large  bill,  but  the  facts  in  the 
case  are  that  appropriated  funds  for  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  next  fiscal  year  under 
the  bill  as  passed,  even  conceding  the 
validity  of  the  Senator’s  statement  as  to 
the  $100  million,  is  $5%  million  below  the 
budget  estimates  submitted  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  Congress. 

I  do  not  understand  how  the  Senator 
could  possibly  have  mistaken  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  a  program,  for  which  appropri¬ 
ations  will  be  made  next  year,  for  an 
expenditure  item.  The  money  may  have 
to  be  expended,  but  if  it  is  it  will  be  in 
the  next  fiscal  year.  It  cannot  be  ex¬ 
pended  unless  the  appropriation  is  made 
for  it  in  the  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  fiscal 
year  1961. 

I  make  that  statement,  Mr.  President, 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  attempting  to 
correct  the  Record.  I  am  sure  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Delaware,  when 
he  looks  into  it,  will  admit  that  so  far 
as  the  expenditure  total  referred  to  is 
concerned  his  statement  was  completely 
I  in  error. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  it 
strikes  me  that  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  who  Appeared  to  have  made  a  verf 
convincing  case,  should  be  privileged  to 
be  present,  so  that  we  could  have  these 
two  stalwart  Senators  discuss  the  mat¬ 
ter,  which  is  of  such  importance  to  both 
of  them  and  to  the  Senate.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jor¬ 
dan  in  the  chair).  Doesi  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  on  his  way  to 
the  Chamber  and  will  be  here  shortly. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  May  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  a  question? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  for  the  purpose  of  his 
asking  a  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Did  I  understand 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia,  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  to  say  that 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  yester¬ 
day  is  approximately  $5  %  million  below 


the  requests  submitted  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  is  $105%  million 
below,  but  there  is  a  question  as  to  $100 
million  of  it.  It  will  be  necessary  to 
make  an  appropriation  of  $100  million 
at  a  later  time,  to  restore  the  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  I  believe  that  we  will  have  to 
appropriate  it.  However,  adding  up  the 
appropriations  made  for  expenditure  in 
the  next  fiscal  year,  the  bill  is  $5%  mil¬ 
lion  below  the  President’s  budget. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  At  the  very  least? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 


NOMINATION  OF  LEWIS  L.  STRAUSS 
TO  BE  SECRETARY  OF  COM¬ 
MERCE 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  I  was 
rather  amazed  to  read  in  the  New  York 
Times  this  morning  a. report  of  the  press 
conference  yesterday  quoting  President 
Eisenhower  on  the  question  of  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Lewis  Strauss  to  be  Secretary 
of  Commerce.  The  President  was 
quoted  in  the  Times  article  as  follows : 

I  have  seen  no  criticism  whatsoever  of  his 
work  in  the  last  8  months,  when  he  has  been 
doing,  filling  the  post.  And,  therefore,  I  see 
no  reason  whatsoever  that  he  can’t  do  it 
efficiently,  no  matter  how  long  he  stays 
there. 

When  the  Chief  Executive  says  that 
he  has  seen  no  criticism  whatsoever  of 
Mr.  Strauss’  work  as  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  in  the  past  8  months,  the  natural 
question  which  comes  to  my  mind  is: 
Who  has  been  misleading  the  President 
during  the  past  8  months?  Are  items 
derogatory  of  his  appointments  not 
brought  to  his  attention?  What  are  his 
advisers  doing?  Are  they  keeping  the 
resident  misinformed? 

In  the  hearings  before  the  Committee 
orNlnterstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  on 
his  nomination,  Mr.  Strauss  reluctantly 
admitted  that  he  had  chosen  Mr.  Ar- 
mand  Brpf,  a  large  railroad  stockholder, 
to  head  a.  study  of  national  transporta¬ 
tion  policy^  Once  the  press  had  revealed 
Mr.  Erpf’s  background  of  the  ownership 
of  railroad  snares,  his  partnership  in  a 
large  investment  banking  house,  which 
is  one  of  the  principal  holders  of  rail¬ 
road  shares  in  this  country,  it  being  one 
of  the  top  30  shareholders  in  17  out  of  29 
of  the  largest  railroads  in  the  United 
States,  there  was  shown  beyond  a  per- 
adventure  of  a  doubt  a  conflict  of  inter¬ 
est  unparalleled,  without  question,  in  the 
history  of  this  Government  and  so  seri¬ 
ous  as  to  make  impartial  recommenda¬ 
tions  almost  an  impossibility.  There 
then  began  a  fumbling  series  of.  denials 
and  evasions  by  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  which  resulted  in  the  withdrawal 
of  Mr.  Erpf  from  the  assignment. 

Speeches  made  on  the  floor  of  tne 
Senate,  and  published  in  all  of  the  Na\ 
tion’s  newspapers,  attacked  this  very's 
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wor^t  kind  of  conflict  of  interest.  It 
was  \he  loud  public  outcry  of  the  press 
and  o^  the  elected  representatives  of  the 
people',  which  forced  this  retreat  by  the 
designer  of  Mr.  Strauss. 

In  tlm  light  of  the  debate  in  Congress 
and  the\  reports  in  the  press  of  the 
United  States,  it  seems  more  than  pass¬ 
ing  strange  that  the  President  has  said 
he  has  heai\d  no  criticism  whatsoever  of 
the  nomination  of  Mr.  Strauss  during 
the  past  8  months. 

The  hearings  before  the  Committee 
on  Interstate \  and  Foreign  Commerce 
also  brought  td  a  head  the  question  of 
the  veto  by  Mr.'Strauss  of  an  export  of 
steel  pipe.  In  answering  a  critical  news¬ 
paper  article,  Mn  Strauss  stated  that 
“There  was  absolutely  no  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  State  Department  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce  on  this’’ — the 
export  license.  We  nave  positive  proof 
that  Mr.  Strauss  acted  in  the  very  oppo¬ 
site  way  from  the  St\te  Department’s 
recommendation. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  ndt  attempting  to 
express  an  opinion  concerning  the  merits 
of  a  controversy  betweenVthe  Secretary 
of  Commerce  and  the  Department  of 
State  on  the  export  of  stqel  pipe,  be¬ 
cause  the  nominee  is  so  senti\ive  to  press 
attacks  that  he  will  misrepresent  the 
facts.  But  in  the  light  of  the  contro¬ 
versy,  it  seems  strange  that  w<»  are  told 
by  the  President  that  there  has  been 
absolutely  no  question  raised  during  the 
past  8  months.  So  I  am  againvforced 
to  come  back  to  the  question:  Who  is 
misleading  the  President,  and  mislead¬ 
ing  him  into  loyalty  to  associates  in 
preference  to  loyalty  to  the  public?' 

I  think  it  can  be  said  most  definitely 
that  if  the  President  has  seen  no  crit 
cism  of  Mr.  Strauss’  work  as  Secretai 
of  Commerce,  millions  of  other  peopli? 
have.  I  have.  The  criticism  has  been\ 
reported  in  all  the  newspapers  of  the 
country. 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  was  not  in  the  Chamber  a 
few  minutes  ago,  but  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
took  exception  to  a  statement  I  placed 
in  the  Record  yesterday  in  which  I  said 
that  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
as  passed  by  the  Senate  yesterday  car¬ 
ried  expenditures  of  $220  million  over 
and  above  the  budget  esti (nates,  and  pro¬ 
vided  loan  authorizations  for  the  Farm 
Home  Administration  of  $33  million 
above  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  that  was  not 
what  I  said. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
appropriation  bill  does  call  for  these  ap¬ 
propriations  over  the  budget  estimates, 
and  the  figures  to  which  I  have  referred 
were  not  in  the  tabulation  appearing  in 
the  report  submitted  by  the  committee. 

I  said  I  would  discuss  the  first  figure, 
on  page  12,  which  called  for  a  cut  in  the 
ACP  estimate  next  year  of  $150  million. 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Georgia’s 
■reasoning  is  that  this  is  not  an  expendi¬ 
ture  right  at  the  moment;  it  is  only  a 
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commitment  for  next  year.  But  I  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  last  year  the 
administration  recommended  $100  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  item.  The  Senate  in¬ 
creased  it  to  $250  million.  As  a  result, 
this  became  a  contractural  arrange¬ 
ment.  Once  Congress  passed  the  bill, 
there  is  a  contractural  arrangement 
and  the  payment  must  be  made. 

In  the  same  bill  there  is  a  request  for 
$241,500,000.  This  amount  was  incor¬ 
porated  as  a  request  of  the  Budget 
Bureau.  That  is  correct.  But  the 
Budget  Bureau  was  forced  to  ask  for 
$141,500,000  in  that  instance  over  and 
above  what  they  wanted  to  spend  as  a 
result  of  the  earlier  action  of  Congress. 

As  a  result  of  the  action  of  the  Senate 
yesterday  when  it  rejected  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  cut  the  $250  million  item  back 
to  $100  million,  the  Budget  Bureau  will 
have  no  alternative  next  year  except  to 
ask  for  an  appropriation  of  $240  million 
or  $250  million  to  pay  for  the  contrac¬ 
tual  arrangements  which  must  be  made 
under  that  section  of  the  bill. 

I  ask  the  Senater  Georgia  if  I  am  not 
correct  in  my  understanding  that  yester¬ 
day  was  the  last  chance  which  the 
Senate  had  to  vote  on  this  item. 

Mr,  RUSSELL.  No;  I  do  not  think 
the  Senator  is  at  all  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  When 
can  we  vote  on  it  again? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  can  vote  on  it 
again  when  the  conference  report  comes 
before  the  Senate.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  statement  just  now  is  as  much  in 
error  as  the  statement  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  made  yesterday. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No;  it 
is  not  anything  of  the  kind.  What  was 
the  amount  in  the  House  bill?  Was  it 
not  $250  million? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What 
was  the  amount  as  passed  by  the  Sen- 
'ate? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senate  can  vote 
against  the  whole  bill;  the  Senate  can 
vote  against  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes; 
but  this  figure  is  not  in  conference  and 
therefore  cannot  be  changed.  So  if  it 
cannot  be  changed,  it  will  go  to  the 
White  House  providing  for  a  direct  pay¬ 
ment  of  $150  million  which  was  not  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  still  has  lAOt  i-eplied  to  my 
statement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will 
reply  to  the  rest  of  the  statement  in  a 
moment.  Will  the  Senator  speak  about 
the  $150  million? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  $150  million,  the 
Senator  says,  will  be  expended  next  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAM^  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  say  it  will  not  be  ex¬ 
pended  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  • 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware,  I  said 
it  will  be  expended. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  the  Senator  did 
not.  I  have  the  Record  of  what  was 
said. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  know 
what  I  said,  too. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
was  misquoted  by  the  reporter. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Let  us 
discuss  the  question  without  any  fancy 
shenanigans. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  willing  to  stand 
on  the  Record  as  to  whose  figures  are 
shenanigans  in  this  instance. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
bill  goes  to  the  White  House  with  this 
figure,  it  will  be  the  last  chance  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  to  do  anything  about  the 
matter  because  the  administration  will 
be  under  a  directive  to  commit  that  ex¬ 
penditure,  and  it  will  be  committed  in 
the  first  half  of  next  year  because,  as  the 
Senator  very  properly  said  in  debate  yes¬ 
terday,  we  could  not  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  cut  all  the  $241,500,000  yester¬ 
day  because  of  other  contractual  rela¬ 
tions. 

The  integrity  of  the  U.S.  Government 
is  involved.  It  will  be  involved  next 
year.  And  this  time  next  year  we  will 
still  be  operating  in  fiscal  1960. 

This  is  the  last  time  that  Congress 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  operate  on 
this  matter  so  far  as  this  particular  item 
is  concerned.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
about  that.  Even  the  committee  report 
says  that  the  amount  is  $150  million  over 
and  above  that  which  was  recommended 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Also, 
there  is  no  question  that  that  item  is 
»not  included  in  the  tabulation  on  the 
first  page  of  the  committee  report.  If 
there  is  any  difference,  I  will  yield  to 
permit  the  Senator  from  Georgia  to  take 
exception  to  my  statement. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  take  exception  to  it 
because  this  is  an  authorization,  not  an 
appropriation.  These  bills  have  been 
carrying  appropriations  for  one  year  and 
authorizations  for  another  year.  The 
Senator  has  lumped  the  two  together  for 
the  next  fiscal  year.  He  has  done  it  time 
and  again.  The  Senator  says  the  bill 
provides  an  expenditure  next  year  of 
$220  million  additional.  The  bill  does 
not  do  any  such  thing. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
are  mandatory  expenditures.  It  is  the 
same  line  of  reasoning  in  reverse  from 
that-  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia.  The 
$241,500,000  item  in  this  bill  would  have 
only  been  $100  million  had  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  recommendation  last  year 
been  carried  out.  But  Congress  over¬ 
rode  the  Budget  Bureau  last  year,  just 
as  the  Senate  did  yesterday.  As  a  result, 
yesterday  the  Senate  was  confronted 
with  no  alternative;  all  the  Senate  could 
do  then  was  vote  to  pay  the  $241,500,000. 

If  this  year  we  say  we  take  no  respon¬ 
sibility  for  exceeding  the  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate  and  if  we  say  the  same 
thing  next  year,  then  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  when  will  the  Congress 
take  the  responsibility  for  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate? 

On  this  program  we  are  now  spending 
$150  million  in  excess  of  the  recom¬ 
mendation  by  the  administration.  -  There 
is  no  argument  about  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  there 
certainly  is  a  great  deal  of  argument 
about  it.  The  facts  are  greatly  different. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  I 
do  not  think  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
in  operating  a  business  of  his  own,  would 
make  any  such  distinction.  In  other 
words,  on  yesterday  the  Senate  in  effect 
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signed  a  note  committing  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  these  payments.  Following  that 
action,  next  year  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  would  be  the  first  to  rise  on  this  floor 
and  object  to  a  proposal,  not  to  make 
the  full  payment  of  $250  million  but  to 
allow  only  $100  million  because  in  May 
of  this  year  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
asked  for  only  $100  million.  In  that 
event,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  would 
argue  next  year,  just  as  he  did  yester¬ 
day  in  regard  to  the  $241,500,000,  that 
it  was  a  commitment  of  the  Government 
and  that  the  Government  should  not 
then  attempt  to  dishonor  its  commit¬ 
ment. 

I  agree  fully  that  once  the  Congress 
takes  this  action  and  once  the  bill  is 
signed  by  the  President,  from  that  time 
on,  the  Secretary  will  have  no  authority 
under  the  law  except  to  expend  these 
funds  as  best  he  can  under  the  instruc¬ 
tions  given  by  Congress.  In  other  words, 
he  will  not  then  be  at  liberty  to  impound 
any  of  the  money  in  this  fund. 

If  all  the  money  in  the  fund  is  not 
to  be  spent  at  one  time  or  another,  why 
did  the  Senator  from  Georgia  include 
in  the  report  a  claim  that  the  bill  as 
reported  to  the  Senate  by  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  represents,  in 
connection  with  the  item  for  restoration 
of  the  capital  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  a  reduction  of  $100  million 
in  the  budget  item?  That  estimate  in 
regard  to  restoration  of  the  capital  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
based  upon  actual  losses  incurred,  as  re¬ 
ported.  Those  losses  have  actually  been 
incurred,  the  commodities  have  been 
sold,  and  the  losses  have  been  estab¬ 
lished.  So  there  is  no  possibility  of  any 
recovery.  Therefore,  under  the  law  the 
Congress  is  required  to  restore  to  that  ex¬ 
tent  the  capital  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

I  fully  agree  that' it  would  make  no 
difference  whether  the  capital  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  was  restored  yesterday  or  next 
year  or  exactly  when.  In  any  event,  it 
must  be  restored.  Such  an  item  does  not 
actually  constitute  a  saving;  it  does  not 
constitute  a  saving  of  $100  million  be¬ 
cause  that  money  has  been  lost.  Wheth¬ 
er  the  loss  is  recognized  by  us  today,  to¬ 
morrow,  or  next  year  is  immaterial. 

If  that  point  is  contested,  then  I  ask 
why  not  remove  or  eliminate  the  entire 
item  for  $1,500  million,  which  is  the  esti¬ 
mated  loss.  In  that  event  there  would 
really  be  a  saving.  But  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  and  I  know  that  that  loss 
has  occurred ;  the  money  has  been  spent 
and  is  gone  regardless  of  when  we  say 
the  loss  occurred.  In  any  event  we  must 
agree  that  there  is  no  basis  on  which  the 
loss  could  be  recovered. 

I  agree  that  the  Corporation  could 
operate  without  our  making  this  resto¬ 
ration  at  this  time,  for  as  of  the  moment 
the  Corporation  has  additional  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  which  it  has  not  yet  used. 
So  the  Corporation  could  continue  to 
make  these  obligations  so  long  as  it  con¬ 
tinued  to  have  unused  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  and  so  long  as  it  continued  to 
have  an  inventory  which  it  could  use. 
Once  that  authority  was  exhausted  and 
once  that  inventory  was  used  up,  how¬ 
ever,  the  Corporation  would  not  be  able 


to  continue  to  operate  unless  further 
provision  were  made  by  the  Congress. 

In  any  event,  certainly  we  agree  that 
there  is  no  need  for  Congress  to  recog¬ 
nize  that  loss  at  this  particular  time. 
In  other  words,  the  transaction  is  a 
bookkeeping  transaction  only ;  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  from  Georgia  ad¬ 
mitted  that  only  yesterday. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator’s  statement  would  seem  to  indi¬ 
cate  that  I  have  been  charged  with  some¬ 
thing.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  previ¬ 
ously  stated  that  the  transaction  was  a 
bookkeeping  transaction. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And 
that  it  was  not  a  bona  fide  saving. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  said  earlier  that  we 
would  have  to  make  an  allowance  for  it 
in  a  subsequent  appropriation  bill.  I 
made  no  claim  about  a  saving  in  the  case 
of  the  $100  million. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  On  the 
first  page  of  the  committee  report,  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  claimed  there  is 
a  saving  of  $105  million - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  make  such  a  claim.  I  said  that  the 
bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate  by  the 
committee  called  for  appropriations 
which  were  $105  million  under  the 
Budget  estimates.  But  on  the  front 
page  of  the  report  there  is  no  statement 
that  we  claim  any  saving  of  $100  mil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  On  the 
front  page  of  the  report  there  is  a  state¬ 
ment  that  the  amount  of  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  is  $105  million  under  the  esti¬ 
mates  for  1960. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  -  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Does 
not  that  include  the  $100  million? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  does.  But  the  re¬ 
port  does  not  say  that  there  is  a  saving. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  know 
that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  say  the  recom¬ 
mended  appropriations  are  under  the 
estimates.  And  they  are  under  the  esti¬ 
mates,  despite  the  contention  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  the 
Senator  says  they  are  $105  million  under 
the  estimates. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
$100  million  of  that  item  alone  is  not  a 
saving.  Will  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
admit  that? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No,  Mr.  President;  I 
do  not  admit  that.  I  stated  that.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  would  seem  to 
seek  to  give  the  impression  that  he  had 
dug  into  this  matter  and  had  made  some 
wonderful  discovery.  However,  every¬ 
one  who  knows  anything  about  the  bill 
has  known  all  along  that  if  there  is  any 
impairment  of  the  capital  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  Congress  at 
one  time  or  another  must  make  it  good. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  we  will  make  it 
good. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And 
that  is  the  point  I  made. 

But  in  the  last  line  of  the  committee 
report,  the  committee  states  that  the 
bill  as  reported  by  it  to  the  Senate  is 
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under  the  estimates  for  1960  by  $105 
million.  But  $100  million  of  that  repre¬ 
sents  what  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
now  admits — well,  I  shall  state  that  both 
of  us  now  agree — was  not  a  saving. 

The  reason  I  corrected  the  record  or 
the  story  which  went  out  over  the  wires 
of  the  press  is  this:  They  very  properly 
looked  at  the  report,  which  states  that 
the  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate,  and 
as  subsequently  passed  by  the  Senate, 
represented  a  saving  under  the  1960  es¬ 
timates  of  the  budget  of  $105  million 
plus. 

Now  the  Senator  from  Georgia  and  I 
are  in  agreement — I  will  not  say  by 
means  of  an  admission,  but  I  will  say  it 
is  by  means  of  a  statement — that  at  least 
$100  million  of  that  amount  was  not  a 
true  saving  and  that  in  fact  that  figure 
should  have  been  changed  to  $5  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No,  Mr.  President;  I 
do  not  admit  that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not 
ask  the  Senator  from  Georgia  to  admit 
it.  Will  he  state  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  I  do  not  state 
it  that  way.  I  state  that  we  shall  have 
to  make  good  whatever  deficiency  exists. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  undoubtedly  it 
will  be, more  next  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct;  there  can  be  no  doubt  about  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Next  year  there  will 
be  before  us  an  item,  in  the  bill  for  1961, 
for  an  additional  amount  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  but  I  was  not  referring  to  that. 
I  was  referring  to  the  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware — and  he 
stated  it  four  or  five  times. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And  I 
will  state  it  four  or  five  times  more. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  And  the  Senator  from 
“Delaware  will  be  in  error  every  time  he 
states  it.  He  stated  that  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  expenditures  in  1960  which  are 
$220  million  above  the  budget  estimates. 
But  the  bill  does  no  such  thing. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  said 
the  bill  provides  for  these  expenditures, 
and  I  said  we  will  be  committed  to 
them ;  and  I  still  say  so. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yesterday,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  did  not  use  the  word 
“committed.”  He  said,  “That  leaves  an 
increase  of  $220  million  which  this  bill, 
just  passed  by  the  Congress,  will  call  for 
in  expenditures  in  the  next  year - ” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  “Over  and  above  the 
administration  request.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes; 
and  there  is  no  question  about  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL,  There  is  no  question 
about  the  fact  that  the  statement,  as 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  is 
wrong. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  After 
all,  both  the  Senator  from  Georgia  and 
I  expect  to  be  here  next  year  and  the 
following  year.  And  when  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  comes  before  the  Senate  next 
year,  and  when  the  item  for  the  ACP  is 
under  discussion  in  the  Senate  next  year, 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  will  argue 
for  the  appropriation  of  $250  million  to 
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pay  for  what  the  Senate  voted  yester¬ 
day,  and  he  will  say  that  that  was  a 
commitment  and  that  it  constitutes  a 
contractual  obligation  which  the  Senate 
cannot  ignore.  But  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  is  ignoring  the  fact  that  when 
one  signs  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
an  automobile  at  a  total  price  of  $3,000, 
he  really  makes  a  $3,000  purchase  at  the 
moment  he  signs  the  contract,  even 
though  the  contract  calls  for  a  deposit 
of  only  $200  on  that  particular  day. 

Of  course,  it  might  be  argued  that 
after -the  $200  payment  was  made,  the 
$3,800  remaining  would  not  actually 
have  to  be  paid  until  a  later  time.  But 
the  fact  is  that  the  purchase  in  the 
amount  of  $3,000  would  really  have  been 
made  at  the  time  when  the  contract  for 
purchase  of  the  automobile  for  a  total 
price  of  $3,000  was  signed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  did  not  previ¬ 
ously  say  anything  about  this  matter  in 
terms  of  the  purchase  of  an  automobile. 
He  used  the  term  “expenditures,”  and 
he  used  that  term  three  or  four  times. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And  I 
say  that  again  because  when  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  an  automobile  for 
a  total  price  of  $3,000  is -signed,  the 
purchaser  is  committed  to  payments 
totaling  $3,000,  even  though  he  does  not 
necessarily  pay  all  of  the  $3,000  on  the 
day  he  sigr^s  the  contract. 

None  of  the  appropriation  the  Senate 
voted  on  yesterday  will  be  spent  until 
various  times  in  1959  and  1960 — at  pe¬ 
riods  scattered  through  those  2  years. 

^ut  I  say  that  yesterday  was  the  last 
chance  the  Senate  or  the  Congress  had 
to  vote  on  that  item,  unless  the  item  is 
taken  up  in  the  conference  report. 

The  soil  bank  payments — the  other 
item  to  which  I  referred — are  $75  mil¬ 
lion.  That  item  is  to  be  found  on  page 
19,  in  line  6.  But  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  the  Senator  from  Georgia  clearly 
states  that  that  amount  is  $75  million 
over  the  budget  estimate. 

In  addition,  under  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
visions,  of  the  Government,' under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
Senate,  signs  contracts  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  with  farmers  to  pay  them  “X” 
amount  and  acre  for  placing  their  land 
in  the  soil  bank,  next  year  those  com¬ 
mitments  will  have  to  be  met  and  those 
payments  will  have  to  be  made. 

If  Senators  wish  to  be  very  technical 
in  regard  to  expenditures,  I  may  point 
out  that  although  I  spoke  of  $75  mil¬ 
lion,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  knows 
that  approximately  half  of  that  particu¬ 
lar  item  is  in  long-range  contracts,  which 
can  run  for  10  years;  and,  in  reality, 
about  half  of  those  payments  can  be 
recurring  payments  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  have  to  make  6,  8,  or  10  years 
from  now.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  will  have  to  admit  that  the  spil 
-bank  payments  are  not  limited  to  ]jiext 
year.  They  can  be  recurring  payments, 
coming  back  year  after  year,  for  the  life 
of  the  contract,  fob  whatever  period  of 
time  it  is  signed. 

The  House  limited  the  period  to  5 
years.  The  subcommittee  of  which  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  is  chairman 
struck  out  that  limitation  and  provided 


that  contracts  could  be  made  for  10 
years,  aggregating  up  to  $450  million  a 
year.  The  Budget  suggested  that  these 
contracts  be  for  only  $375  million  a  yeai\ 

I  say  that  once  the  Congress  author¬ 
izes  the  U.S.  Government  to  sign  con¬ 
tracts  for  payments  to  an  American 
farmer  or  an  American  industry,  it  be¬ 
comes  just  as  much  an  obligation  of  the 
U.S.  Government  as  it  would  be  if  a  check 
had  been  written  and  delivered. 

Yesterday  was  the  last  chance  we  had 
to  deal  with  the  matter.  It  is  not  like 
authorizing  construction  of  a  dam  or 
something  that  Congress  can  rescind  the 
next  year,  or  can  slow  down.  These  are 
contracts  actually  authorizing  money. 
Altogether  these  contracts  come  to  $325 
million.  There  is  an  additional  $75  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  soil  bank  according  to  the 
statement  which  appears  on  page  9  of 
the  committee  report,  where  it  is  stated 
that  the  committee  exceeded  the  jDudget 
estimate  by  $75  million. 

On  page  6  of  that  report  it  is  stated 
that  the  budget  estimate  was  exceeded  by 
$150  million. 

By  our  statements — I  do  not  like  to  use 
the  word  “admission,”  but  by  statements 
made  on  the  floor — we  both  stated  that 
the  allegation  of  a  saving  of  $100  million 
was  a  false  claim  for  savings. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Nobody  ever  claimed 
it  was  a  saving. 

Mil.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  did 
not  understand  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No  one  has  ever 
claimed  it  was  a  saving. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  beg 
the  Senator’s  pardons  That  is  stated  in 
the  committee  report.  It  states  that  is 
the  amount  below  the  budget  estimate, 
and  it  is  included  right  in  the  Senator’s 
estimate  as  he  submitted  it  to  Congress. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  they  are 
not  savings.  I  say  the  committee  has 
not  saved  that  amount  of  money.  The 
best  evidence  of  that  fact  is,  if  this 
amount  did  not  increase  the  figure  above 
the  budget  estimate,  why  did  the  Sena¬ 
tor  reject  the  amendments  to  reduce  the 
amount  to  the  budget  estimate? 

The  only  statement  I  wish  to  make  is 
that  if  we  continue  to  save  money  as  it  is 
purported  it  has  been  saved  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  we  are  going  to  save  our¬ 
selves  into  bankruptcy.  Perhaps  that  is 
the  reason  why  we  have  such  a  large 
debt. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  After  first  referring  to 
the  soil  bank  item,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  turned  to  another  item,  which 
I  had  not  discussed  yesterday,  and 
wound  up  with  a  strong  statement  on  the 
general  dangers  of  a  deficit.  I  am  in 
hearty  agreement  with  the  Senator’s  last 
statement.  While  I  did  not  approve  of 
his  amendments  to  the  bill,  I  have  been 
rather  consistent  in  my  insistence  on 
reducing  the  expenditures  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  for  that  reason  I  earnestly 
labored,  in  the  consideration  of  this  bill, 
to  bring  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
expenditures  to  be  made  in  the  next  fis¬ 
cal  year  below  the  amount  of  the  budget 


estimate  that  was  submitted  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration. 

I  think  it  will  be  conceded  by  any  per¬ 
son  who  has  any  familiarity  with  this 
item,  and  who  desires  to  approach  it  in  a 
fair  manner,  that  so  far  as  appropria¬ 
tions  for  expenditures  in  fiscal  1960  are 
concerned,  this  bill  is,  according  to  any 
standard,  even  conceding  the  $100  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  restoration  of  the  capital 
impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  still  $5V2  million  below  the 
budget  estimates  submitted  by  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  of  Government  in  the  an¬ 
nual  budget  request  for  fiscal  1960. 

However  the  budget  for  this  item  was 
created,  whether  it  grew  out  of  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  1  year  ago,  2  years 
ago,  3  years  ago,  or  out  of  contracts 
sought  to  be  entered  into  for  performance 
in  the  future,  the  budget  estimates  were 
submitted  pursuant  to  law.  Incidental¬ 
ly,  most  of  these  items,  such  as  the  soil 
bank  item,  to  which  he  has  made  ref¬ 
erence,  came  from  the  committee  of 
which  the  Senator  f^om  Delaware  is  a 
member.  I  am  not  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
These  are  programs  proposed  by  the 
present  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Ezra  Taft  Benson,  and  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  They  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Congress  and  urged  on  the 
Congress  by  the  present  administration. 

For  my  part,  I  never  had  any  great 
confidence  in  any  part  of  the  soil  bank 
program.  I  never  believed  it  could  be 
effective  in  achieving  a  balanced  agri¬ 
culture,  and  I  have  no  such  belief  today. 
But  the  administration  asked  for  it,  and 
the  bill  was  enacted  by  the  Congress.  Un¬ 
der  this  law  many  contracts  have  been 
entered  into  and,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  shall  undertake  to  see  that  ade¬ 
quate  funds  are  appropriated  to  dis¬ 
charge  those  contracts. 

I  shall  not  undertake  to  correct  all  of 
the  very  obvious  errors  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  made  in  the  course  of  his  dis¬ 
cussion.  -  One  more  illustration  is  ref¬ 
erence  to  a  $25  million  error  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  He  stated  at  least  four  times, 
and  I  think  more,  that  last  year  the  ad¬ 
ministration  sent  to  the  Congress  an 
estimate  of  only  $100  million  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  and 
I  have  the  figures  before  me,  that  last 
year  the  administration  was  a  little  more 
generous  than  it  was  this  year,  and  sent 
to  the  Congress  an  estimate  of  $125  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  program  authorization  for 
the  1959  program. 

That  is  one  of  the  minor  errors  in  the 
Senator’s  statement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
committee  granted  $250  million  that 
year,  did  it  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Congress  did. 
The  Senator  is  correct  in  that  figure,  and 
I  am  delighted  that  he  is. 

‘Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If 
the - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Senator  will 
indulge  me - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Very 
well. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  stated 
that  every  dollar  of  authorization  for 
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contracts  requires  the  same  amount  of 
appropriations  to  be  made  the  next  year, 
to  meet  the  obligations.  The  truth  is 
there  is  nothing  in  the  history  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  to  show  that  is  a  correct  state¬ 
ment.  We  came  about  as  close  to  it  on 
the  ACP  program  this  year  as  we  ever 
have.  There  was  a  $250  million  authori¬ 
zation  fort  the  1959  program,  which  re¬ 
quires  an  appropriation  of  $241.5  million 
to  meet  the  estimated  commitments  un¬ 
der  it. 

Last  year  we  authorized  $375  million 
for  the  soil  bank,  and  this  bill  carries 
only  $340  million  to  meet  the  program 
and  operating  costs.  So  the  Senator’s 
crystal  ball  showing  that  we  ‘are  going 
to  spend  every  last  dollar  authorized  for 
these  programs — even  conceding  that  he 
is  right  when  he  says  it  will  take  place 
in  the  same  year — is  certainly  one  that 
informed  men  might  look  at  with 
amazement. 

Last  year,  for  the  soil  bank  program 
we  authorized  $375  million,  and  appro¬ 
priated  $200  million,  and  only  about 
$145  million  of  this  will  be  needed  to 
meet  actual  costs  of  contracts’  pay¬ 
ments  and  administrative  expenses. 
Thus  about  $30  million  was  transferred 
to  cover  pay  costs,  and  about  $20  million 
of  the  sum  remaining  will  be  carried 
forward  to  fiscal  1960.  So,  by  any 
standard  used  to  gage  it,  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  says  the  authorization  requires  an 
expenditure  of  $220  million  above  the 
budget  for  next  year,  that  kind  of  a 
statement  simply  is  not  sustained  by  the 
fd>cts 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  only 
wish  the  Senator  from  Georgia  had  been 
as  enthusiastic  yesterday  about  this 
money  not  being  spent  as  he  i§  today, 
in  which  event  he  would  have  voted 
with  me  to  cut  the  amount  back  to  the 
budget  request. 

The  Senator  mentioned  that  the  soil 
bank  in  the  minds  of  many  Members  of 
Congress  has  not  been  a  success.  I  agree 
with  him  and  so  stated  yesterday.  Only 
2  days  ago  I  heard  one  of  the  prominent 
orators  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
make  reference  to  one  of  the  Eisenhower 
“golf  course”  programs.  It  was  inter¬ 
esting  to  note  yesterday  that  those  who 
think  the  program  has  been  such  a  tre¬ 
mendous  failure  and  who  have  talked 
about  Benson’s  failure  not  only  endorsed 
the  program  by  their  votes  but  actually 
added  to  it  another  $75  million  and  said, 
“The  only  trouble  is  that  we  are  not 
spending  enough  money  on  this  pro¬ 
gram.  All  the  money  we  have  been  say¬ 
ing  we  have  been  throwing  away  in¬ 
volves  an  error  in  that  we  have  not  been 
throwing  away  enough.” 

Even  the  Senator  from  Georgia  yes¬ 
terday  not  only  voted  for  the  continu¬ 
ation  of  the  program  as  recommended 
by  the  administration,  but  he  said  in 
effect,  “I  want  to  give  you  more  than 
you  think  you  need.  Go  out  and  spend 
another  $75  million.” 

As  I  said  yesterday,  if  we  want  to  cut 
and  balance  the  budget,  there  is  only 
one  time  the  Members  of  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate  can  do  so,  and  that  is  when  the  vote 
is  taken.  Unfortunately,  speeches  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  in  favor  of  bal¬ 
ancing  the  budget  do  not  mean  any¬ 
thing. 


The  only  time  we  ever  get  anywhere 
is  when  we  answer  the  call  of  the  roll. 

I  say  again  that  when  the  two  yea- 
and-nay  votes  were  taken  yesterday  we 
added  $225  million  over  and  above  the 
President’s  budget  estimates,  and 
neither  of  those  items  was  included  in 
the  tabulation  in  the  committee  report 
as  it  came  from  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  Both  those  items  will  be 
conveniently  dropped  from  the  report 
this  year.  However,  when  the  request 
comes  in  next  year  for  the  payment  of 
those  items,  since  they  are  over  and 
above  the  budgetary  estimates  it  will 
be  said,  “The  administration  requested 
it.”  It  is  the  same  as  when  the  admin¬ 
istration  was  forced  to  request  the 
$241 J/2  million  to  pay  for  the  $100  mil¬ 
lion  estimate  of  the  preceding  year. 

I  do  not  say  that  I  did  the  right  thing 
when  I  offered  the  amendments  to  cut 
these  amounts  yesterday.  I  recognize 
I  could  have  been  in  error.  I  recognize 
that  there  are  good  arguments  in  favor 
of  the  programs. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  we  vote  to 
increase  these  appropriations,  let  us  not 
be  ashamed  of  it.  Let  us  put  it  down 
and  tell  the  taxpayers,  “We  are  raising 
the  amounts  above  the  budget  estimates 
because  we  think  these  are  good  pro¬ 
grams  and  more  money  should  be  spent 
on  them. 

I  say  again  that  the  bill  carried  a 
total  of  $253  million,  including  the  $33 
million  loan  authorization,  over  and 
above  the  amounts  recommended  by  the 
President.  However,  the  loan  authori¬ 
zation  should  not  be  counted,  even 
though  that  money  may  be  expended 
from  the  Treasury  as  a  direct  expendi¬ 
ture  because  those  loans  will  be  secured 
by  mortgages  and  will  be  repayable.  I 
merely  include  them  as  items  in  the 
committee  figures. 

With  regard  to  the  other  items — the 
$75  million  for  the  soil  bank  program 
over  the  budget  estimates,  the  $150  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  ACP  payments  over  the 
budget  estimates,  and  the  $100  million 
with  regard  to  restoration  of  capital 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
which  was  claimed  to  be  a  savings — 
they  are  found  in  the  report  on  pages 
6,  9,  and  12,  and  are  identified  by  the 
committee  itself,  rather  than  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  as  being  over 
the  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  had  made  the 
statement  yesterday  which  he  has  made 
today,  I  would  never  have  taken  the  floor. 
The  statement  the  Senator  has  just  made 
is  very  extravagant,  but  tile  Senator  did 
not  repeat  his  error  of  yesterday,  in  stat¬ 
ing  two  or  three  times  that  these  were 
provisions  calling  for  the  expenditure  in 
the  next  fiscal  year  of  these  funds.  I 
am  surprised  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
will  not  admit  that  was  an  incorrect 
statement. 

Mr..  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will 
admit  that  the  provisions  do  not  call  for 
expenditure  in -entirety.  I  will  call  this 
a  statement  since  the  Senator  will  like 
the  word  better.  I  will  say  that  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  money  will  be  required,  and 
yesterday  was  the  last  chance  we  had  to 
effect  a  saving. 


What  the  Senator  pointed  out  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  soil  bank  appropriations  is 
true.  A  year  or  two  ago  those  appro¬ 
priations  were  lowered,  but  we  should  not 
forget  that  the  Congress  made  a  major 
change  in  the  soil  bank  law  when  we  put 
a  limitation  on  the  amount  which  any 
one  individual  could  receive.  We  cut  out 
some  of  the  million-dollar  pyaments  un¬ 
der  the  soil  bank  program  by  providing  a 
$5,000  ceiling.  I  commend  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  carrying  that  ceiling  forward  and 
for  even  tightening  it  up.  That  will  save 
some  money  for  the  taxpayers. 

J.  think  the  ceiling  which  we  put  in 
the  bill  yesterday  by  providing  a  $50,000 
limitation  will  save  a  lot  of  money  for 
the  taxpayers.  It  will  bring  the  pay¬ 
ments  down  next  year  below  the  esti-- 
mates. 

I  say  again,  so  far  as  the  soil  bank  pay¬ 
ments  and  administration  are  concerned, 
when  the  Department  signs  a  contract, 
whether  we  pay  for  it  today  or  tomorrow, 
it  must  be  paid  for.  Once  we  buy  a  car, 
take  title,  and  sign  the  finance  papers, 
we  either  pay  for  it  or  we  owe  for  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  question  that  the  Congress  has  au¬ 
thorized  the  soil  bank  program.  I  would 
certainly  be  thq  last  to  challenge  the 
statement  that  if  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  enters  into  a  contract  it 
will  have  to  fulfill  the  contract  at  one 
time  or  another  and  by  some  means  or 
another. 

I  do  not  know  all  the  answers.  I 
imagine  before  it  is  over,  and  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  years  a  large  amount  of  money 
will  need  to  be  appropriated  to  pay  for 
the  contracts  under  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve.  Probably  over  a  period  of  10 
years  a  billion  dollars  will  have  to  be 
paid.  The  Senator  certainly  would  not 
say  that  is  an  expenditure  for  next  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  did 
not  say  it  was  an  expenditure  for  next 
year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  would  cover  a 
10-year  period.  That  would  be  the  total 
cost  of  the  program. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  How¬ 
ever,  we  are  committed  to  pay  it.  The 
payments  could  increase  over  a  10-year 
period.  There  will  be  no  recourse 
whereby  we  can  get  out  of  the  commit¬ 
ments  unless  we  renege  on  them,  and 
neither  the  Senator  from  Georgia  nor  I 
would  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  see  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  complaint  is- against  the  soil  bank 
program.  In  that  case  the  Senator’s 
position  is  completely  justified. 

The  point  I  wish  to  make,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  which  I  want  to  state  this 
again— is  that  with  regard  to  the  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  even 
allowing  the  $100  million  which  was  dis¬ 
cussed  by  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  the  bill  calls  for  $51/2  million 
under  the  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
statement  made  by  the  House  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  for  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department,  relating  to  why  the 
subcommittee  reduced, the  item  for  the 
restoration  of  the  impairment  of  the  cap¬ 
ital  stock  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Excerpt  From  House  Report 

As  discussed  in  considerable  detail  earlier 
in  this  report,  the  committee  recommends  a 
cut  of  $100  million  in  this  item  for  1960. 
This  reduction  is  made  to  encourage  the  Cor¬ 
poration  to  make  greater  efforts  to  sell  com¬ 
modities  in  world  markets  at  competitive 
prices.  Such  a  sales  effort  will  result  in 
great  savings  in  storage,  interest,  and  han¬ 
dling,  and  will  enable  the  Corporation  to 
meet  its  obligations  from  sales  proceeds 
rather  than  from  appropriated  funds. 

,  i 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  the  very  brief  statement  of 
the  Senate  committee  in  the  report, 
which  states  our  reason  for  following  the 
House  action. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Excerpts  From  Senate  Committee  Report 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $1,435,424,413,  which  is  $100  million 
under  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount 
of  the  House  allowance. 

The  committee  shares  the  views  expressed 
in  the  House  report  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  the  officials  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  should  make  greater  efforts  to  dispose 
of  Government-owned  commodities  in  the 
world  markets  and  to  thereby  reduce  the  cost 
of  storage,  interest,  and  handling  charges. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
not  extremely  important,  but  I  simply 
wish  to  keep  the  record  straight  and  to 
show  that  there  was  a  reason  for  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  committee  and  it  was 
not  simply  a  juggling  of  the  figures. 

The  payments  must  come  out  of  the 
pockets  of  the  taxpayers  in  the  long  run, 
whether  the  money  is  appropriated  now, 
whether  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  borrows  the  money,  or  whether  the 
Treasury  Department  borrows  it.  The 
taxpayers  will  ultimately  pay  any  cost 
involved.  This  is  an  obligation,  as  I 
stated  on  yesterday,  and  it  will  have  to 
be  met. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
budget  estimate  of  this  year  for  the 
funds  with  which  to  meet  the  soil  bank 
authorization  of  $375  million  of  last 
year,  as  well  as  the  record  of  authoriza¬ 
tions  and  appropriations  since  the  in¬ 
ception  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  authori¬ 
zations  and  appropriations  were  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


Conservation  reserve  1 — Advance  authoriza¬ 
tion 

Estimate : 

1956  . $450,  000,  000 

1957  _  450,  000,  000 

1958  _  450,  000,  000 

1959  . 450,  000,  000 

Enacted:' 

1956  . . .  450,  000,  000 

1957  _ : _  450,  000,  000 

1958  _  325,  000,  000 

1957  _  375,  000,  000 

Estimates : 

1958— . 298,  826,  660 

1958  (pay-transfer  out) _  —9,752,478 

1959  _ 350,  000,  000 

1960  _ _ -  360,  370,  000 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Conservation  reserve 1 — Advance  authoriza¬ 


tion — Continued 
Appropriations : 

1958 . . . $162,940,000 

1958  (pay-transfer  out) _  —9,752,478 

1959  . . .  2  200,  000,  000 


1  Public  Law  85-352,  2d  Supp.  1958  to  re¬ 
imburse  CCC  for  costs  incurred  for  1956-57 
programs  amounting  to  $38,845,780.  Law 
provided  $450  million  each  year  1956-60 
programs. 

2  Less  $28,668,107  pay  cost  transfer  out  in 
Public  Law  86-30;  and  estimated  carryover  to 
1960  of  $20  million. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
this  because  it  happens  that  the  budget 
estimate  was  about  $360  million.  Even 
in  the  Department’s  view — which  is  the 
most  roseate — they  have  not  been  able 
to  obligate  all  the  money  provided  for 
this  program  in  prior  years.  In  spite  of 
this  the  Senator  has  insisted  that  the 
appropriation  and  the  increased  author¬ 
ization  all  represent  and  expenditure  in 
the  same  year. 

The  Senate  committee  recommended 
an  appropriation  of  $35  million  less  for 
expenditure  in  fiscal  1960  than  the  au¬ 
thorization  carried  in  last  year’s  bill. 

The  figures  with  respect  to  the  ACP 
program  speak  for  themselves.  There 
was  an  authorization  last  year  of  $250 
million.  The  budget  estimate  for  this 
year  is  $241.5  million.  As  a  rule,  the 
actual  out-of-pocket  expenditures  run 
somewhat  below  the  amount  estimated 
as  needed  in  the  appropriations.  It 
would  be  the  first  time  in  the  history 
of  the  program  if  the  actual  expendi¬ 
tures  should  amount  to  the  $241.5  mil¬ 
lion  authorization  which  is  appropriated 
this  year  for  the  1959  program. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  show  that 
these  appropriations  are  not  always  ex¬ 
pended,  as  the  Senator  stated  on  yes¬ 
terday,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  the  estimates  for 
the  advance  authorization  for  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  com¬ 
mencing  with  the  year  1951,  the  amounts 
which  were  actually  authorized  by  the 
Congress  in  the  appropriation  bill,  and 
the  amounts  which  were  actually  appro¬ 
priated  year  by  year  to  meet  these  au¬ 
thorizations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

ACP — Advance  authorizations 
Estimates: 


1951  _  $285,000,000 

1952  _  285,  000,  000 

1953  _ ....  256,500,000’ 

1954  . . . . .  140,  000,  000 

1955  _ 1  250,  000,  000 

1956  _ 175,  000,  000 

1957  _  250,  000,  000 

1958  _ : _ „ _  250,  000,  000 

1959  _ 125,  000,  000 

Enacted: 

1951  _ 285,  000,  000 

1952  _  256,  500,  000 

1953  - 250,  000,  000 

1954  _ 195,000,000 

1955  -  1  250,  000,  000 

1956. . 250,  000,  000 

1957  _ 250,  000,  000 

1958  _ 250,  000,  000 

1959  _ 250,000,000 


1  $55,000,000  earmarked  for  use  under  di¬ 
verted  acres  program. 
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ACP — Advance  authorizations — Continued 
Appropriations : 


1951  - $256,  500,  000 

1952  -  260,  000,  00(5 

1953  -  251,  747,  866 

1954  -  211,982,000 

1955  -  191,  700,  000 

1956  -  214,500,000 

1957  -  227,  500,  000 

1958  -  212,  000,  009 

1959  -  235,  000,  000 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  these 
figures  indicate  that  although  we  have 
authorized  $250  million,  on  occasion  it 
has  only  required  an  appropriation  of 
$191  million  to  meet  the  commitments 
made  under  the  authorization.  There 
has  been  a  carryover  of  more  than  $40 
million. 

I  certainly  do  not  wish  to  be  charged 
with  responsibility  for  every  statement 
made  by  every  Senator  on  the  floor, 
about  golf  links,  or  other  matters  irrele¬ 
vant  and  immaterial  in  connection  with 
this  appropriation  bill.  I  shall  state  why 
I  shall  gladly  vote  the  full  amount  of  the 
authorization  for  the  soil  bank,  and 
$250  million  for  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  the  year  1961. 
Appropriations  will  be  made  next  year 
for  that  purpose.  If  the  full  amount  of 
the  authorization  is  required,  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  such  an  appropriation.  I  rather  ap¬ 
prehend  that  we  shall  not  h%ve  any  $450 
million  program  for  the  soil  bank.  I 
wish  we  could  have  it.  But,  knowing 
some  of  the  dangers  of  legislative  pro¬ 
cedure,  I  say  that  in  my  judgment  we 
shall  not  have  that  large  a  sum.  A  very 
substantial  reduction  will  be  made  be¬ 
fore  the  bill  is  finally  enacted.  But  if 
the  entire  $450'  million  were  authorized, 
and  if  the  Department  were  able  to  enter 
into  contracts — which  it  has  never  been 
able  to  do — for  the  full  amount  of  the 
authorization,  I  would  support  an  appro¬ 
priation  in  that  amount.  I  would  do  so 
because  thaet  is  the  only  farm  program 
today  which  actually  reaches  the  farmer 
and  assures  him  of  getting  some  good 
from  it.  Other  programs  have  fallen 
apart  because  of  maladministration  and 
for  other  reasons.  Today  the  farmer 
occupies  the  most  unenviable  position  of 
any  group  in  the  American  scheme  of 
life.  I  shall  be  glad  to  support  the  pro¬ 
grams  referred  to. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Delaware  will 
not  take  any  exception  to  these  state¬ 
ments.  The  administration  has  re¬ 
quested  that  the  soil  bank  be  extended 
for  3  more  years.  I  am  opposed  to  that 
proposal.  Ih  my  opinion  Congress  does 
not  intend  to  extend  it.  That  is  another 
reason  why  I  think  the  authorization  by 
the  Senate — even  though  it  will  not 
finally  be  approved  in  that  amount — is 
justified. 

I  merely  rose  to  point  out  that  the 
statement  that  expenditures  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  had  been  increased  by 
$220  million  was  not  justified  by  the 
facts. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  intend  to  prolong 
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this  discussion.  There  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  between  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  and  myself.  The  Senate  has 
voted,  and  that  is  the  end  of  the  dispute. 

There  is  agreement  that  the  $100  mil¬ 
lion  item  should  not  have  been  included 
as  a  deduction,  and"that  the  figure  in  the 
committee  report  should  have  been  $5 
million  instead. 

As  to  the  other  two  items  with  respect 
to  which  the  Senate  voted  by  a  yea  and 
nay  vote  and  added  $150  million  to  the 
ACP  payments  and  $75  million  to  the 
soil  bank,  I  can  only  say  that  next  year, 
when  the  appropriation  bill  comes  before 
us,  we  can  pick  up  this  record  and  con¬ 
tinue  from  there.  We  can  then  see  who 
is  right  and  who  i§  wrong. 


[Mr.  JAVTTS  addressed  the  Senate  of 

the  question  of  the  nomination  of  Lewis ' 
L.  Strauss  to  be  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
Mr.  Javits’  remarks  will  be  published 
hereafter.] 


June  I* 


POSTAL  POLICY  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
PUBLIC  SERVICE  ITEMS 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  last  year  this  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  Public  Law  85-426.  Included  in 
this  law  as  title  1  was  a  statement  On 
postal  policy. 

This  title  is  very  clear.  Certain  items 
are  listed  &s  public  service  items — the 
total  loss  of  which  shall  be  earmarked 
and  paid  for  from  general  appropria¬ 
tions. 

The  appropriation  bill  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  House  yesterday  failed 
miserably  to  conform  with  these  sections. 
The  statements  included  in  the  Senate 
report  and  the  conference  report  on  the 
part  of  the  House  on  public  policy  are  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  law. 

Regardless  of  these  statements  in 
committee  and  conference  reports — Pub¬ 
lic  Law  85-426  still  is  the  law — and  will 
remain  the  law  until  an  amendment  has 
passed  this  Congress  and  has  been  signed 
by  the  President. 

Public  service  costs  in  third-  and 
fourth-class  post  offices  do  apply  to 
fourth-class  mail.  To  say  otherwise,  in¬ 
dicates  complete  unfamilarity  with  the, 
public  law. 

NOMINATION  OF  LEWIS  L.  STRMJSS 

TO  BE  SECRETARY  OF  /COM¬ 
MERCE 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Secondary-School 
Principals,  by  action  of  yfts  executive 
committee  and  its  offices,  has  advised 
that  this  organization  strongly  opposes 
the  confirmation  of  Admiral  Strauss  as 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

The  association  ys  a  department  of  the 
National  Education  Association  with 
headquarters  in  Washington.  They 
claim  they  represent  28,600  secondary 
schools  enrolling  8  million  students,  2 
million  of  ym om  are  new  each  year. 

Their  /principle  objection  to  Mr. 
Strauss  is  that  he  refused  to  accept  cor¬ 
rect  information  after  he  had  used  in¬ 
correct  and  inadequate  facts  in  an  ad¬ 
dress  before  Thomas  Alva  Edison  Foun¬ 
dation.  This  was  while  Mr.  Strauss 


was  Chairman  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  letter  from  the  National 
Association  of  Secondary-School  Prin¬ 
cipals  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.  The  officers  of  the  association 
are  president,  Mr.  Cliff  Robinson,  direc¬ 
tor  of  secondary  education,  Eugene  Pub¬ 
lic  Schools,  Eugene,  Oreg.;  first  vice 
president,  Mr.  James  E.  Nancarrow,  prin¬ 
cipal,  Upper  Darby  High  School,  Upper 
Darby,  Pa.;  and  second  vice  president, 
Mr.  James  D.  Logsdon,  superintendent - 
principal,  Thornton  Township  High 
School  and  Junior  College,  Harvey,  Ill. 
The  members  of  the  executive  committee' 
are  Mr.  Eugene  S.  Thomas,  principal. 
Central  High  School,  Kalamazoo,  Mich.; 
Mr.  Calloway  Taulbee,  principal,  Artesia 
igh  School,  Artesia,  N.  Mex.;  Mr.  John 
Sexton,  principal,  Northeast  High 
ool,  St.  Petersburg,  Fla.;  and  Mr. 
Sarhnel  M.  Graves,  principal,  Gamaliel 
Bradford  High  School,  Wellesley,  Mass. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,, 
as  follows 

NA'fxpNAL  Association  of 
Secoi^o ary -School  Principals, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  12,  659 . 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

U.S.  Senate,  NeuK  Senate  Office  ^Building, 
Washington,  D\ i 

By  action  of  the  eXecutive  corrfmittee  and 
its  officers  of  this  association/  representing 
28,600  secondary  schoolkenroUing  more  than 
8  million  students  with'a  revolving  pattern 
of  2  million  new  student^  each  year,  I  am 
authorized  to  convey  to  vouSfor  admission  to 
the  records  their  attitude  on \he  selection  of 
Rear  Adm.  Lewis  L.  Strauss  as  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  Thik  representa¬ 
tive  group  stronglVopposes  the  confirmation 
of  Rear  Admiral  fstrauss  as  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  /Commerce. 

In  November  21-22,  1955,  Rear  Admiral 
Strauss,  at  th&t  time  Chairman  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  made  an  address  akthe 
sixth  annual  conference  of  the  Thomas  Alva 
Edison  foundation  Institute  in  West  Orangl 
N.J.,  wnich  received  the  headlines  of  the 
presy  including  the  New  York  Times  the 
folfiawing  day.  Rear  Admiral  Strauss  berated 
the  quality  of  the  teaching  of  science  and 
lathematics,  and  based  his  opinions  and 
•''conclusions  on  incorrect  and  inadequate 
facts.  Any  citizen  is  entitled  to  express  his 
opinion  on  the  quality  of  teaching  in  the 
American  public  schools.  We,  however,  be¬ 
lieve  that  when  such  a  personal  appraisal  is 
propounded  for  the  public  press  it  should  be 
based,  on  facts  that  are  thoroughly  substan¬ 
tiated  and  established  from  authoritative 
sources.  The  main  point  of  his  declamation 
was  the  lack  of  teaching  of  science  and 
mathematics  supported  by  inadequate  and 
shabby  statistics  which  he  submitted  in  his 
address  and  which  were  repeated  in  the  press. 

A  short  time  after  this  address,  officials  in 
the  National  Education  Association  called  his 
attention  to  the  incorrect  facts  and  statis¬ 
tics  which  were  the  basis  of  his  presentation 
at  the  Edison  Foundation.  He,  however,  was 
entirely  unwilling  to  go  into  conference  or  to 
acknowledge  any  assistance  which  would  put 
him  into  possession  of  the  full  facts  and  in¬ 
formation. 

Any  man  can  make  an  honest  mistake; 
but  if  he  continues  to  make  the  same  mis¬ 
take  in  public  presentations  after  the  error 
of  his  ways  are  called  to  his  attention  by 
responsible  officials  and  after  the  full  and 
correct  facts  and  information  are  offered  to 
him,  we  feel  such  a  man  is  operating  in  a 
vindictive  manner  and  on  an  unethical  basis. 


Rear  Admiral  Strauss’  address  was  the  fore¬ 
runner  of  many  such  addresses  throughout 
the  country;  and  whenever  a  suggestions  was 
made  to  other  prominent  persons  regarding 
the  inaccuracy  of  the  statements,  /fre  were 
always  told  that  the  authority  jVas  Rear 
Admiral  Strauss,  which  in  itself/as  far  as 
the  general  public  was  concei/ied,  seemed 
adequate  and  acceptable. 

As  prominent  a  man  as  ex/Bresldent  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover  addressing  a  g^dup  of  engineers. 
Vice  President  Nixon,  and- others  used  Rear 
Admiral  Strauss’  half-trite,  inadequate  facts 
to  berate  the  inadequacies  and  quality  of  the 
teaching  of  mathematics  in  the  preparation 
of  engineers  and  scientists. 

Rear  Admiral  Strauss  did  inestimable  dam¬ 
age  in  shattering/the  public  confidence  peo¬ 
ple  normally  h/ve  in  their  schools  and  was 
unwilling  by  his  future  actions  to  make  any 
correction,  etfen  though  no  public  retraction 
was  ever  requested  of  him. 

We,  speaking  from  secondary  education,  do 
not  believe  that  such  a  man,  a  purveyor  of 
half-truths,  operating  in  an  Unethical  man¬ 
ner,  and  unwilling  to  correct  what  may  have 
been  an  inadvertent  or  an  honest  error, 
should  hold  such  a  prominent  position  as 
"Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
''The  Secretary  must  always  be  above  sus¬ 
picion  to  all  people  and  at  no  time  should 
there  be  any  question  of  the  pronounce¬ 
ments,  the  reports,  or  the  work  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  to  the  educational 
authorities  of  this  country  or  to  the  public 
in  general  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

We  trust  that  you  will  give  this  full  con¬ 
sideration  and  enter  this  statement  on  the 
records  of  the  committee. 

Paul  E.  Flicker, 

Executive  Secretary. 


MEMORIAL  DAY  ADDRESS  AT  AN- 
TIETAM  BY  SENATOR  BEALL 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  the  eloquent  address  de¬ 
livered  on  Memorial  Day,  Saturday, 
May  30,  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Beall]  on  Antietam 
Battlefield. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
vas  follows: 

gDREss  by  Hon.  J.  Glenn  Beall,  of  Mary¬ 
land 

OX  the  hallowed  grounds  of  the  Battle  of 
Antietam,  on  this  Memorial  Day  of  the  year 
1959,  we  who  are  here  honor  all  Americans 
who  have  fallen  in  battle.  In  this  observ¬ 
ance,  weVe  joined  by  hundreds  of  similar 
gatherings\hroughout  our  land. 

One  lesson,  which  history — and  especially 
our  own — sholild  have  taught  us  is  that  we 
should  work  together — united.  However,  it 
sometimes  appear  that  this  lesson  has  been 
lost.  A  case  in  point  is  the  present  squabble 
between  tne  units  off  our  armed  services. 

We  are  now  witnessing  the  sorry  spectacle 
of  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force  fighting  pub¬ 
licly  over  whose  antimissile  missile  is  the 
better.  The  Army  says \hat  its  Nike-Her- 
cules  is  better  than  anything  the  Air  Force 
can  produce.  The  Air  Force  says;  “No,  no, 
our  Bomarc  is  far  better — nta  more  money 
should  be  spent  on  the  Nike-Hercules.” 
And  now,  the  Navy  makes  It  \  three-way 
fight  by  saying  that  both  missilek  would  be 
obsolete  by  the  time  they  could\get  into 
production. 

One  staff  officer  tells  us  that  wk  have 
nothing  to  worry  about — that  we  can  break 
the  back  of  any  foe  with  present  weaph 
Another  tells  us  we  are  way  behind — tfiat 
without  new  weapons  in  production  at  onch 
we  are  in  danger. 
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.HIGHLIGHTS:  House  rejected  conference  report  on  wheift  bill,  and  returned  bill  to 
inference.  House  conferees /were  appointed  on  USDA  appropriation  bill;  permission 
granted  until  June  22  to  fl2e  conference  report  on  bill\  House  passed  mutual  securi¬ 
ty  authorization  bill.  Rap,  Lane  criticized  proposed  permanent  extension  of  Sugar 
Act.  Senate  passed  Commerce  appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 


1.  WHEAT.  Rejected,  202  to  214,  the  conference  report  on  S.  1968,  the  wheat  bill 

(pp.  10V19-28) .  Agreed  to  a  motion  by  Rep.  Albert  to  return  the  b^-I  to  con" 
ferenoe  for  further  consideration  (p.  10128) .  Conferees  were  appointed 
(lOljZB)  . 

2.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  this  bill, 

H.  R,  7175,  and  permission .was  granted  until  midnight  June  22  to  file  a  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  bill  (p.  10119).  Senate  conferees  have  already  been 
f  appointed. _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ — — — . — — — — - - 

3.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Passed,  271  to  142,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7500,  to  extend  the 

mutual  security  program  (pp.  10128-165).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gary 


to  permit  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  for  the  '‘purchase  and  dissemination,' 
in  addition  to  the  translation,-  of  sqientific  books  and  treatises  (pp.  10145-^ 
Rejected,  47  to  96,  an  amendment  by  Rej?.  Wolf  to  authorize  the  President  foi 
10-year  period  to  donate  not  to  exceed  $250,000,000  worth  of  CCC  surplus^ 
nodities  annually  to  the  United  Nations  for  famine  relief  abroad  (pp.^ 
10\46-49) . 


SUGAR.X  Rep.  Lane  criticized  proposals  for  the  permanent  extension 
Act,  contended  that  '’sugar  is  a  completely  controlled  commodity," 
that  the\*Director  of  the  Sugar  Division  of  the  Department  of  Ag 
mitted  thak  the  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  has  been  in  acc: 
the  desires  >of  the  domestic  sugar  industry."  pp.  10177-8  . 


the  Sugar 
d  stated 
culture  ad- 
dance  with 


5.  ELECTRIFICATION \  Received  from  GAO  an  audit  report  on  the  9ural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  AdministraS\on  for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  p.  10184 

Both  Houses  received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  "/o  establish  revolving- 
type  funds  in  the  Treasury  for  the  Southeastern  Power  ^Administration  and  the 
Southwestern  Power  Aotainistration"  to  Interior  and  Ijreular  Affairs  and  S. 
Public  Works  Committee^  pp.  10184,  10187 


PP« 

SALINE  WATER.  Both  Houses\received  a  letter  fron/lnterior  "relative  to  the 


( 


construction  and  operation 
10187 


saline  water  demonstration  plants."  pp.  10184, 


FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Rep.  Dfngell  urgaQ  the  defeat  of  H. 


3,  to  estab¬ 


lish  rules  of  interpretation  governing 
Congress  on  State  laws,  contending  \hai 
the  power  of  the  Federal  Government 


festions  of  the  effect  of  Acts  of 
the  bill  "virtually  does  away  with 
be  supreme  in  the  field  of  inter¬ 


national  relations,  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  civil  rights,  protection 
of  citizens,  and  the  many  other  fLelds  where  the  Government  properly  and  con¬ 
stitutionally  acts  as  the  Govern/nt  of  oh^  United  States."  p.  10180 

8.  HOUSING.  The  "Daily  Digest"  spates  that  conferees  "agreed  to  file  a  conference 

report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate'  \nd  House-passed  versions  of 
S.  57,  Housing  Act  of  1959/  p.  D502 

9.  NATURAL  RESOURCES;  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Diggs  inserted  the  platform  on  national 

affairs  adopted  by  th/American  Veterans  Committee  oh.  various  matters,  includ¬ 
ing  agriculture,  conservation  of  natural  resources,  economic  policy,  and 
housing,  pp.  10173^4 

10,  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Sfep.  Holifield  :  ..•diaouss.e.d  'a...  .  hearifte  to  be  held 

June  22-26  by  /he  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  on  the  biological  and 
environment  aY  effects  of  nuclear  war,  including  the  effects  oik  soils  and 
crops  and  processed  foods,  pp.  10174-7 


SENATE 

11.  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed,  89  to  4,  as  reported  thl 
H.  K.  7349.  Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  10196-9 


bill, 


12.  LjZGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  Passed,  92  to  1,  as  reported  this'1 

bill,  H.  R.  7453.  Conferees  were  appointed.  This  bill  includes  appropria-\ 
tions  for  the  Botanic  Gardens,  Library  of  Congress  and  GPO'.  pp.  10200-1 

.3.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  this  bill,  H.  R. 
7040.  p.  D498 
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The  House  met  at  11  o’clock  a.: 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Brasl^mp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Ephesians  5 :  1-2 :  Be  ye  therefore 
lowers  of  God.  and  walk  in  love,  as  Chri. 
also  hath  loved  us. 

Almighty  God,  grant  that  we  may  be 
abundantly  equal  to  the  duties  and  tasks 
of  this  new  day,  confronting  them  with 
a  sense  of  power  that  exceeds  our  sense 
of  difficulty. 

Deliver  us  from  the  anxieties  and 
worries  which  consume  our  strength  and 
mar  our  peace.  May  we  remain  calm 
and  courageous  in  the  contemplation  of 
Thy  divine  grace  and  love. 

Show  us  how  the  lofty  ambitions  and 
aspirations,  which  animate  us  and  which 
we  cherish,  may  be  brought  to  fulfill¬ 
ment  and  fruition. 

We  are  daily  praying  that  the  spirit 
of  peace  and  good  will  may  have  an 
ever-widening  dominion,  removing  the 
things  that  engender  strife  and 
strengthening  the  bonds  of  friendship 
among  all  the  nations. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  the  Prince  of 
Peace.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yfA- 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SEPTATE 

A  message  from  the  Senai^  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks/ announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  t/  amendment 
of  the  House  (to  the  Seiyfre  amendment 
to  the  House  amendment)  to  the  bill 
(S.  1)  entitled  “An  jtct  to  amend  the 
Federal  Airport  Acym  order  to  extend 
the  time  for  mal/g  grants  under  the 
provisions  of  sucj/ict,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  messaaf  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agr</  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  /nference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  ofJne  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  o/the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1968) 
entit/l  “An  act  to  strengthen  the  wheat 
maijire ting  quota  and  price  support  pro- 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President  has  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Carlson 
members  of  the  Joint  Select  Committee 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided  fc 
in  the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entiUed 
act  to  provide  for  the  dispositi/  of 
tain  records  of  the  U.S.  Govermjnent,” 
disposition  of  executiv/ papers 
refef^d  to  in  the  report  of  the/rchivist 
of  theSUnited  States  numbered  59-12. 


le  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
ding  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


Ashley 

Belcher 

Blatnik 

Blitch 

Canfield 

Carter 

Celler 

Cohelan 

Cooley 

Curtis,  Mass, 


[Roll  No.  90] 
Daddario 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dorn,  S.C. 
Gray 
Hagen 
Harris 
Harrison 
Kasem 
McGinley 
Macdonald 


Powell 

Rabaut 

Rostenkowski 

Scherer 

Short 

Teague,  Tex. 
Willis 
Wilson 
Withrow 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATON  BILL 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendments,  and  agree  to 
the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota?  The  chair  hears  none  afid  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Whitten,  Marshall,  Cannon,  Andersen 
of  Minnesota,  and  Taber. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask' 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conferees  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  bill  H.R.  7175  may  have  until 
midnight  June  22  in  which  to  file  a  re¬ 
port. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


gra 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  404 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
1968)  to  strengthen  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  and  price  support  program,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
se\ proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  17, 
195V) 

MnyPOAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [w.  Albert]  . 

(Mr.  Aj^ERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  Vo  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ALBER'SL  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ferees  bring  fok  the  consideration,  of . 
the  House  todaV  a  compromise  bill 
which  has  been  worked  out  in  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  conferees  of  the  other 
body  in  2  days  of  sessions.  The  form 
of  the  bill  which  we  bring  today  follows 
substantially  the  form  of%he  House  bill. 
The  compromise  is  a  compromise  with 
respect  to  the  support  levelk  and  with 
respect  to  cuts  in  allotments. 

The  Senate  bill  was  a  multijJuce  bill 
which  provided  for  various  stages  of 
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fence  support  ranging  from  65  to  75  to  80 
percent  of  parity  with  a  stairstep  of 
cut&j-anging  from  no  cuts  to  cuts  up  to 
20  percent.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the 
HouseSconferees  that  that  kind  of  bill 
would  nW  do  the  job;  we  would  have 
no  way  ol  knowing  whether  we  would 
get  any  curat  either  in  price  or  in  acre¬ 
age.  Certainly  it  would  be  sure  that  we 
would  not  get\nough  cuts  to  bring  the 
production  of  wieat  below  the  disap¬ 
pearance  of  whea\  The  bill  upon  which 
the  conferees  have  Compromised  reduces 
the  price  support  feSture  contained  in 
the  House  bill  from  \o  percent  to  80 
percent.  The  House  conferees  submitted 
practically  every  possible  intervening 
proposal  between  90  perceirk^and  80  per¬ 
cent,  and  all  proposals  were\ejected  by 
the  Senate  conferees  until  reached 
the  level  of  80  percent.  Thete  were 
some  who  wanted  to  continue  tire  sup¬ 
port  level  at  75  percent.  The  majunity 
of  the  members  of  the  House  conferees 
wanted  the  House  bill.  This  conference 
report  represents  a  compromise.  \ 

This  bill  also  will  provide  for  a  re¬ 
duction  in  acreage  allotments  by  20 
percent.  In  the  considered  judgment 
of  your  conferees  this  bill  will  take  more 
than  11  million  acres  out  of  production 
and  will  cut  the  production  of  wheat  by 
about  300  million  bushels  per  year  in  a 
normal  year.  It  will  cut  costs  to  the 
Government  an  average  of  about  $200 
million  a  year.  It  will  aid  the  wheat 
farmers  of  this  country  because  it  will 
begin  to  get  disappearance  above  pro¬ 
duction,  and  everybody  that  knows  any¬ 
thing  about  the  program  knows  that 
the  wheat  farmers  cannot  expect  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  a  program  under  which  the. 
Government  is  buying  at  the  rate  of  100 
million  to  400  million  bushels  of  wheat 
per  year  and  storing  it  at  a  carrying 
charge  of  from  18  to  30  cents  a  bushel, 
wheat  which  we  can  neither  sell  nor 
give  away  at  home  or  abroad.  That  is 
the  important  issue  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  When  the  bill  was 
before  the  House  the  gentleman  offered 
an  amendment  which,  as  I  understood/ 
gave  the  small  wheat  farmer  a  vote yfn 
the  referendum.  The  gentleman  na&de 
a  very  persuasive  argument  for  it. 
Now,  is  that  provision  still  in  tfle  bill 
under  this  conference  report,  a r  has  it 
been  taken  out?  f 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No;  the  Sanate  provi¬ 
sion  was  accepted.  The  j/enate  provi¬ 
sion  is  a  partial  victor^nor  the  small 
farmer,  and  giving  up  tjne  right  to  vote 
was  a  partial  loss  to  the  small  farmer. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  j/  other  words,  the 
right  of  the  small  yfheat  farmer  to  vote 
in  the  referendujv  has  been  taken  out 
of  the  bill  by  IJk  conference  action? 

Mr.  ALBER^r  Only  those  subject  to 
marketing  penalties  are  permitted  to 
vote,  which/neans  those  who  have  allot¬ 
ments  of  JRore  than  12  acres,  I  will  say 
to  the  distinguished  /gentleman;  or  to 
those  who  plant  more  than  12  acres. 

Ir^Feturn  for  that,  the  Senate  bill  is 
maj ft  liberal  in  its  acreage  allowance  to 
tjp€  small  farmer,  because  under  the 


House  bill  the  exemption  extended  either 
to  12  acres  or  the  highest  planted. 
Under  the  conference  report  any  farmer 
who  planted  wheat  in  any  amount, 
from  less  than  an  acre  up,  is  entitled  to 
the  full  exemption  of  12  acres  under  this 
bill. 

Now  I  want  to  go  to  the  basic  philoso¬ 
phy  of  this  bill.  The  purpose  of  this 
bill  is  to  cut  Government  costs,  to  cut 
wheat  production  and  to  try  to  do  that 
without  wrecking  the  economy  of  the 
wheat  farmer.  That  is  the  purpose  and 
the  philosophy  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  President’s  press  conference  yes¬ 
terday  has  been  quoted  quite  a  bit  lately, 
as  to  whether  he  will  sign  or  veto  this 
bill.  I  do  not  know  what  the  President 
of  the  United  States  will  do  and  I  do 
not  think  you  can  tell  from  his  press 
conference  what  he  will  do.  But  I  know 
this,  that  if  the  President  vetoes  this 
bill  it  will  be  his  responsibility  and  his 
alone.  If  the  President  signs  this  bill, 
the  primary  responsibility  for  what 
(happens  will  be  in  the  Congress  of  the 
fenited  States  where  it  should  be.  We 
arte  the  primary  legislative  authority 
of  this  country  and  I,  for  one,  am  wip¬ 
ing  take  my  share  of  the  responsibil¬ 
ity.  \  / 

If  thNPresident  vetoes  this  bill,  he 
will  be  vetoing  a  measure  winch  con¬ 
tains  in  many  particulars  legislative 
reforms  which  he  has  advocated.  Every¬ 
thing  in  this  \ll  but  the  Support  level 
has  been  advocated  by  the  President  of 
the  United  Stated  Iryrtiis  message  to 
Congress  on  Janu^y/29,  the  President 
of  the  United  StateyGiid  that  the  con¬ 
trol  aspect  of  thi^ipfcn'oach  is  drastic 
regimentation  wh/ch  Congress  has  not 
been  willing  to  impose.  Ttfhile  this  ap¬ 
proach  might yfiave  merit  rter  an  emer¬ 
gency  adjustment  it  would  not  be  in  the 
best  longtime  interests  of  tlfe  wheat 
growers  and  agriculture  generally. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  was  ever\  time 
when  5^  have  an  emergency  adjustment 
perirathat  time  is  now.  What  else^d 
th^President  recommend?  He  recora* 
nVnded  that  we  eliminate  the  provision 
blowing  farmers  to  grow  up  to  15  acres. 
rWe  have  reduced  that  to  12. 

He  recommended  that  we  raise  the 
penalty  rate  for  overplanting  to  a  point 
that  will  stop  the  practice,  and  we  have 
done  that  precisely  as  he  recommended. 

He  has  recommended  that  we  base  the 
penalty  for  overplanting  on  the  actual 
overproduction  rather  than  the  normal 
yield  per  acre.  We  have  done  that  pre¬ 
cisely  as  the  President  has  recommended. 

He  has  asked  that  we  eliminate  the 
55  million  acre  minimum,  and  we  have 
reduced  that  minimum  to  44  million 
acres. 

He  has  asked  on  various  occasions  that 
we  allow  unrestricted  production  of 
wheat  for  feed  on  the  farm  so  that  a 
farmer  can  plant  all  he  wants  to  plant 
for  his  own  purposes.  We  have  done 
that  precisely  as  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  previously  recom¬ 
mended. 

This  bill  will  reduce  production,  I  re¬ 
peat,  by  300  million  bushels  a  year.  This 
bill  will  cut  the  cost.  This  bill  should  be 
enacted. 


Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield/ 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa r 
[Mr.  Hoeven],  / 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  gyven 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  hjs  re- 

marks  ^  / 

Mr. '  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
reference  to  where  the  responsibility  may 
lie  as  far  as  the.  enactment  of  wheat 
legislation  is  concerned,  the  fact  still 
remains  that  the  responsibility  for  en¬ 
acting  realistic  legislation  which  can  be 
enacted  into  law  is  wjttiin  the 'province 
of  the  Congress  of  /the  United  States. 
You  cannot  shift  that  responsibility  to 
the  President  of  /he  United  States,  no 
matter  how  harc/you  try. 

Mr.  HALLEOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yj/ld  for  a  brief  observation? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  front  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  In  light  of  the  state¬ 
ment  ntkde  by  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?;  I  certainly  do  not  know  whether 
the/President  will  sign  this  bill  or  not  if 
iL<s  passed  by  the  Congress  in  its  present 
iorm,  and  I  do  not  think  anyone  else 
'knows. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  commend 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for  saying 
that  if  it  becomes  law  it  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  it  will  be  the  responsibility 
may  I  say,  largely  of  the  majority  party 
here  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 
And  if  that  is  the  situation  then  certainly 
you  carry  the  responsibility  and  one  day 
if  it  becomes  law,  because  it  is  not  going 
to  really  cut  down  on  the  production,  it  is 
going  to  continue  to  be  an  expensive  pro¬ 
gram,  and  does  not  deal  realistically 
with  the  real  problem  that  is  before  us, 
so  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  ma¬ 
jority  will  have  to  carry  that  responsi¬ 
bility. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  There  is  so  much  to  be 
said  against  the  conference  report  and 
so  little  time  in  which  to  say  it  under 
the  parliamentary  situation  which  pre¬ 
vails  so  I  can  only  hit  the  highspots. 
First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  the  conference 
report  was  not  signed  by  the  minority 
Members  of  the  House  who  were  among 
the  conferees.  Neither  was  it  signed  by 
Vie  ranking  minority  Member  in  the 
oSher  body.  A  strange  alinement  has 
sprthig  up  in  opposition  to  the  conference 
repoto.  I  understand  it  is  being  opposed 
by  tho^e  who  want  90  percent  of  parity. 
On  the  >ther  hand  it  is  opposed  by  those 
who  wanness  than  80  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yfeld  for  a  question  at  this 
point? 

Mr.  HOEVE&y,  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Hfes  not  the  gentleman 
hit  the  nail  on  tnW  head?  In  other 
words,  that  this  is  \  compromise  be¬ 
tween  those  who  wan^ow  prices  and 
those  who  want  high  pricae? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Of  courste  it  is  a  com¬ 
promise  but  a  compromise  Nnot  neces¬ 
sarily  always  right.  \ 

Again,  I  say  the  conferencte  report 
seems  to  be  opposed  by  those  who  con¬ 
tend  we  should  have  90  percent  of  pterity. 

It  is  opposed  by  those  who  say  that  80 
percent  of  parity  is  too  high.  ItNs 
opposed  by  those  who  feel  that  a  2oV 
percent  cut  is  too  drastic  and  it  is  op-\ 
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J  HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill, 
'^House  passed  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  Both  Nouses  cleared  general  govern- 

k#nent s  matters  appropriation  bill.  Sen,  Mansfield  criticized  surplus  food  distri¬ 
bution  policy.  /  A 

HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  7175  (H.  Rept.  588)  (pp.  11009-11,  HB25)  .  Rep.  Judd  objected  to 
the  request  of  Rep.  Whitten  for  immediate  consideration  of  the  report  (p.  11011). 
-  At  the  end  of ‘  this  Digest  is  a  summary 'of  the  actions  of  the  conferees.  , 


2.  GENERAL /GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  to 

a  Senate  amendment  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7176,  which  will  appropriate  >125,000 
(instead  of  $250,000  as  provided  by  the  Senate)  for  the  use  of  FederaiS^gencies, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Budget  Bureau,  in  improving  management  operation  and 
iatablishing  more  efficient  business  methods  in  Government  operations  (p^.1006), 
'The  Senate  later  agreed  to  this  House  amendment  (pp.  10985-6).  This  bill  xfci.ll 
now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

3.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R. 

7978  (pp.  11020-44).  See  Digest  106,  item  20,  for  items  of  interest  to  this 
Department. 


Si 


8. 


STATE-JUSTICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  this  bilj^ 
H.  R.  7343  (p.  11006) .  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 


C.  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  this  bill,  y  R. 
5&J6  (p.  11006).  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 


WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  approved  the  following  watershed  plans: 
Tobeso^jkee  Creek,  Ga. ,  Big  Blue  Creek,  Ill.,  and  Shoal  Creek,  Illy  p.  11007 


LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Acted  on  the  Senate  amendments  to 
this  billTSi-  R.  7453,  and  returned  the  bill  to  the  Senate.  £\ p .  11007-9 


CONTRACTS.  Conferees  were  granted  permission  until  midnight  June  29,  to  file  a 
report  on  H.  R?^086,  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  oi^951.  p.  11020 


FOOD;  MARKETING.  Received  from  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  an  economic  report, 
"Economic  Inquiry  Into  Food  Marketing  -  Interim  Report."  p.  11075 


PERSONNEL.  Received  frdfa  the  Civil  Service  Commission  a  "Special  Report  of 


the  Board  of  Actuaries  oilw  the  Valuation  of  the  ivil  Service  Retirement 
System  as  of  June  30,  1958V’  p.  11075 


C 


The  Post  Office  and  CiviY  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
6059,  to  provide  additional  exilian  positions  for  the  Defense  Department  for 
acientific  research  and  development  (H.  Rept.  597).  p.  11076 


PRICES;  INFLATION.  Several  Representatives  debated  the  merits  of  the  report  of 
the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  Stability  for  Economic  Growth,  and  discussed  the 
problem  of  controlling  inflation,  yppy  11046-51,  11052-55,  11055-62 


SENATE 


12.  FOOD  SURPLUSES.  Sen.  Mansfielra  criticized 


Administration's  food  distribu¬ 


tion  policies  here  and  abroad,  urged  the  Administration  to  give  Congress  "a 


program  which  will  see  to  At  that  every  needy  person  in  this  country  gets  an 
equitable  share"  of  our yCood  production,  recommended  a  long-range  program  to  x 
close  up  "disgraceful  loopholes"  in  present  law,\o  aid  schools  and  other  in-  j 
stitutions,  and  to  aj4  foreign  countries,  and  inserted  several  articles  on  the 
subject,  pp.  10931j 


13.  MONOPOLIES .  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendtents  S.  716,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Attorney  General  to  compel  the  production  of  documentary  evidence 
required  in  cJ!vil  investigations  for  the  enforcement  of  th\  antitrust  laws 
(S.  Rept.  4^0.  p.  10924 


14.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  Sported  without 
amendme/ft:  S.  1789,  to  amend  section  1  (14)  (a)  of  the  Interstatedommerce  Act 
so  asyto  insure  the  adequacy  of  the  national  railroad  freight  car\ppply 
(S.  Jfept.  452).  p.  10924 


15. 


:ed 


PERSONNEL^  ACCOUNTING.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  rep< 

Jith  amendments  two  bills:  S.  1495,  to  consolidate  and  revise  the  laws 
lating  to  employment  of  aliens  in  the  several  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  (S.  Rept.  437),  and  H.  R.  6134,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees  Pay' 
Act  of  1945  so  as  to  eliminate  the  authority  to  charge  to  certain  current 
appropriations  or  allotments  the  gross  amount  of  the  salary  earnings  of  Federal 
employees  for  certain  pay  periods  occurring  in  part  in  previous  fiscal  years 
(S.  Rept.  436).  p.  10924 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  THE  DEPARTMENT 
OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  i960  (H.  Report  No.  533) 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 


Amendment  Nos.  1  and  2  -  Research:  ***  The  increase  above  the  amount  approved 
by  the  House  includes  $1, 235,900  for  soil  and  water  conservation  research, 
$1,100,000  for  research  on  boll  weevil  and  other  cotton  insects  and  pests, 
$1,100,000  for  research  on  insects  affecting  corn  and  other  grains,  $100,000 
for  research  on  Coastal  Bermuda  pellets,  $100,000  for  sweetpotato  utilization 
research,  $25,000  for  apple  breeding  in  the  southeast,  and  $100,000  for  re¬ 
search  on  humane  slaughter.  *** 

Amendment  No.  3  -  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  ***  The  addi¬ 
tional  amount  approved  includes  $1,250,000  for  brucellosis  eradication, 

$100,000  for  general  control  work,  $75,000  for  soybean  cyst  nematode  control 
work,  and  $35>00O  for  eradication  of  sheep  scabies. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  11  -  Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  ***  The  addi¬ 
tional  funds  agreed  to  in  conference  includes  $150,000  for  consumer  preference 
studies,  $125,000  for  cattle-on- feed  reports,  and  $25,000  for  research  at 
Clemson,  S.  C. 

Amendment  No.  ***  13  ***  -  Marketing  services:  ***  The  funds  agreed  to  above 
the  amount  in  the  House  bill  provide  an  additional  $1,150,000  for  poultry  in¬ 
spection  and  $60,000  for  enforcement  of  fair  trade  practices  under  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act. 

Amendment  No.  l6  -  School  lunch  program:  ***  The  conferees  direct  that  the 
full  amount  of  these  transferred  funds  be  used  to  purchase  foods  necessary  to 
provide  balanced  diets  for  the  schoolchildren.  In  making  such  purchases, 
attention  should  be  given  to  the  needs  of  the  schools  for  red  meats  and  other 
high  protein  foods.  As  far  as  possible,  foods  in  surplus  supply  should  be 
given  priority.  The  necessary  foods  should  be  supplied  from  these  funds,  how¬ 
ever,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
in  surplus  supply. 


Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 

1st  Session  j  1  No.  588 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  FARM  CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 


June  29,  1959. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7175] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  7,  9,  10,  17, 

18,  19,  25,  and  31.  ,  ,  /  . 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  ol 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  5,  8,  12,  14,  15,  23,  24,  and  32,  and  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows :  _  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 6 1 ,722,490) 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
£LS  follows  * 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,939,000) 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  3 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 49,800,600 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 22,750,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $15 ,844,500 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 26,072,600 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $335,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $18,600,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $375,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $30,744,750] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1960 


3 


Amendment  numbered  28: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 3,162,025 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered.  29: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $42,000,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  16,  26,  and  30. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  o  f  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

By  R.  B.  R. 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

By  W.  A.  M. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Henry  Dworshak, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (II. R.  7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments, 
namely: 

Department  of  Agriculture 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE  ^ 

Amendment  Nos.  1  and  2 — Research:  Appropriates  $67,722,490  in¬ 
stead  of  $63,961,590  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $70,479,390  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  above  the  amount  approved 
by  the  House  includes  $1,235,900  for  soil  and  water  conservation, 
research,  $1,100,000  for  research  on  boll  weevil  and  other  cotton 
insects  and  pests,  $1,100,000  for  research  on  insects  affecting  corn 
and  other  grains,  $100,000  for  research  on  coastal  Bermuda  pellets, 
$100,000  for  sweetpotato  utilization  research,  $25,000  for  apple  breed¬ 
ing  in  the  Southeast,  and  $100,000  for  research  on  humane  slaughter. 

The  additional  $1,235,900  provided  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
research  includes  $355,000  for  equipment  for  four  laboratories,  $50,000 
for  full  year’s  operations  in  eastern  South  Dakota,  and  $830,900  for 
part  year  operating  costs  at  the  additional  locations  provided  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  feel  that  the  Department  should  expand  these 
facilities  to  full  operating  strength  gradually  during  the  year  so  as  to 
make  certain  that  the  new  research  programs  are  developed  on  a 
sound  basis. 

The  $1,100,000  included  for  research  on  boll  weevil  and  other  cotton 
insects  and  pests  provides  $559,200  for  the  main  laboratory  building,  ' 
and  office  space.  The  balance  is  to  cover  necessary  greenhouses, s 
storage  buildings  and  other  auxiliary  buildings,  together  with  archi¬ 
tect,  engineering  and  supervisory  fees  and  contingencies. 

The  funds  provided  for  research  on  insects  affecting  corn  and  other 
grains  include  $550,000  for  construction  of  a  laboratory  and  necessary 
auxiliary  buildings  to  be  located  at  or  near  Brookings  State  College  in 
South  Dakota  and  $550,000  for  the  construction  of  a  laboratory  and 
necessary  related  facilities  at  the  Coastal  Plains  Experiment  Station. 

The  conferees  feel  that  the  Department  should  make  a  determina¬ 
tion  with  present  staff  as  to  the  various  types  of  slaughtering  methods 
which  qualify  as  humane.  The  additional  $100,000  is  to  be  used  for 
research  and  preparation  of  plans  for  adaptation  of  such  methods  and 
devices  to  the  needs  of  the  smaller  slaughtering  establishments.  (No 
funds  are  included  for  construction  of  facilities  at  the  Beltsville  Re¬ 
search  Station. ) 
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Based  upon  the  fine  results  obtained  at  the  Peoria  Laboratory,  where 
it  was  found  that  certain  types  of  corn  have  certain  chemical  charac¬ 
teristics  that  will  broaden  the  industrial  use  of  corn,  the  conference 
committee  feels  that  research  on  breeding  of  corn  should  be  furthered 
to  make  such  varieties  available.  Since  grain  sorghums  have  similar 
prospects,  basic  breeding  work  ought  to  be  furthered  in  that  field  also. 
The  $100,000  included  in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  for  additional 
research  on  utilization  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  was  intended  to 
further  this  type  of  research  work. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control: 
Appropriates  $49,800,600  instead  of  $48,340,600  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $51,050,600  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional 
amount  approved  includes  $1,250,000  for  brucellosis  eradication, 
$100,000  for  general  control  work,  $75,000  for  soybean  cyst  nematode 
control  work,  and  $35,000  for  eradication  of  sheep  scabies. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Meat  inspection:  Appropriates  $21,324,900  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $21,135,100  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  5 — Special  fund:  Inserts  language  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  in  full  agreement  that  the  funds  pro¬ 
vided  under  this  head  are  to  be  used  by  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  for  the  employment  of  additional  labor  and  nonprofessional 
help  by  contract,  cooperative  agreements,  or  temporary  or  permanent 
employment. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  6 — Watershed  protection:  Appropriates  $22,750,000 
instead  of  $25,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $20,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  7 — Flood  prevention:  Appropriates  $18,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  8 — Great  Plains  conservation  program:  Appro¬ 
priates  $10,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $7,500,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

Amendment  Nos.  9  and  10:  Insert  language  concerning  eligibility 
requirements,  cost-sharing  practices,  and  allocation  of  funds  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

agricultural  marketing  service 

Amendment  No.  11 — Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates: 
Appropriates  $15,344,500  instead  of  $15,044,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $15,514,100  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  additional 
funds  agreed  to  in  conference  include  $150,000  for  consumer  preference 
studies,  $125,000  for  cattle-on-feed  reports,  and  $25,000  for  research 
at  Clemson,  S.C. 

Amendment  Nos.  12, 13,  and  14 — Marketing  services:  Insert  language 
relative  to  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
appropriate  $26,072,600  instead  of  $24,862,600  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  $26,426,600  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  earmark 
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$15,000  for  range  and  feed  lot  market  reporting  in  Colorado.  The 
funds  agreed  to  above  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  provide  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $1,150,000  for  poultry  inspection  and  $60,000  for  enforcement 
of  fair  trade  practices  under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act. 

Amendment  No.  15 — Payments  to  States,  territories,  and  possessions: 
Appropriates  $1,195,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$1,160,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  16 — School  lunch  program:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to  move  to 
recede  and  concur  with  the  Senate  language  with  the  elimination 
of  the  phrase  “such  additional  funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  32”. 

The  conferees  direct  that  the  full  amount  of  these  transferred  funds 
be  used  to  purchase  foods  necessary  to  provide  balanced  diets  for  the 
schoolchildren.  In  making  such  purchases,  attention  should  be  given 
to  the  needs  of  the  schools  for  red  meats  and  other  high  protein  foods. 
As  far  as  possible,  foods  in  surplus  supply  should  be  given  priority. 
The  necessary  foods  should  be  supplied  from  these  funds,  however, 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are  determined  by  the  Secretaiy  to 
be  in  surplus  supply. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Amendment  Nos.  17  and  18 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$3,518,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $3,668,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  and  authorize  the  use  of  $1,310,000  of  foreign  currencies 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $1,160,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

Amendment  No.  19 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $909,500 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $900,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $335,000,000  instead  of  $310- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $340,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Authorizes  $18,600,000  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  instead  of  $18,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $18-, 
900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  22:  Authorizes  $375,000,000  for  contracts  undei 
the  1960  program  instead  of  $325,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $450,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  23:  Inserts  language  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  24:  Establishes  limit  of  $5,000  on  amounts  pay¬ 
able  to  any  individual  or  corporation  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $3,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  25:  Restores  language  of  the  House  relating  to 
annual  rental  payments  which  was  stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Reported  in  disagreement. 
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Amendment  No.  27 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $30  - 
744,750  instead  of  $30,300,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $31 
189,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

Amendment  No.  28 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $3,162,025 
instead  of  $3,115,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,208,750  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Amendment  No.  29 — Limitation  on  administrative  expenses:  Author¬ 
izes  $42,000,000  instead  of  $39,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$42,771,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  30:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendments  Nos.  31  and  32 —Section  ^ 06 :  Restore  language  which 
establishes  floor  under  contract  research  as  proposed  by  the  House, 
and  eliminate  authority  for  research  grants  as  proposed  by  the  Senate! 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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“Miscellaneous  Items 

“For  miscellaneous  items,  exclusive  of 
r,  $1,856,210.” 

%e  1,  after  line  6,  insert: 

“Postage  stamps 

“Fo?MD3ices  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Ma¬ 
jority  akd  Minority:  $140;  for  airmail  and 
special-delivery  stamps  for  Office  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  $lfxk  Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms, 
$125;  and  fok  Senators  and  the  President  of 
the  Senate,  ^authorized  by  law,  $45,450; 
in  all,  $45,875.’ 

Page  1,  after  liriV6,  insert: 

“Stationery^ revolving  fund) 

“For  stationery  forlKenators  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate,  $18^800;  and  for  station¬ 
ery  for  committees  and  officers  of  the  Senate, 
$13,200;  in  all,  $195,000  remain  available 
until  expended.” 

Page  1,  after  line'6,  insert: 

“Communicatior 

“For  an  amount  for  eommunicaVons  which 
may  be  expended  interchangeablNfor  pay¬ 
ment,  in  accordance  with  such  limftations 
and  restrictions  as  may  be  prescribed^by  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administraticfc,  of 
charges  on  official  telegrams  and  longdis¬ 
tance  telephone  calls  made  by  or  on  behl 
of  Senators  or  the  President  of  the  Senate) 
such  telephone  calls  to  be  in  addition  to 
those  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Legislative  Branch  Appropriation  Act,  1947 
(60  Stat.  392;  2  U.S.C  46c,  46d,  46e),  as 
amended,  and  the  First  Deficiency  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1949  (63  Stat.  77;  2  U.S.C.  46d- 
1),  $15, 150.” 

Page  1,  after  line  6,  insert: 

“Administrative  provisions 

Page  1,  after  line  6,  insert: 

“Effective  July  1,  1959,  the  table  contained 
in  section  4(f)  of  the  Federal  Employee's 
Salary  Increase  Act  of  1955  (Public  Law  94, 
Eighty-fourth  Congress,  approved  June  28, 
1955)  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last 
line  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following : 

“13,000,000  but  less  than  15,000,000..  28,  740 
15,000,000  but  less  than  17,000,000..  31,  740 
17,000,000  or  more _  34,  740” 

Page  1,  after  line  6,  insert: 

“The  third  paragraph  under  the  heading 
“Administrative  Provisions”  in  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Senate  in  the  Legislative  Branch 
Appropriation  Act,  1959  (2  US.C.  43b),  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘from  Washington,^ 
District  of  Columbia,  to  their  resident  citie 
in  their  home  States,  and  return,  for  not/o 
exceed  two  such  round  trips’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  ‘between  Wash¬ 
ington,  District  of  Columbia,  and  amr  point 
in  their  home  States,  for  not  to  exceed  two 
round  trips’.” 

Page  11,  after  line  10  insert: 

“ Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Non- 
essential  Federal  Expwditures 

“For  an  amount  to  enable  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Reduction  of  Npnessential  Federal 
Expenditures  to  carry  o /  the  duties  imposed 
upon  it  by  section  601Jol  the  Revenue  Act  of 
1941  (55  Stat.  726)  remain  available  dur¬ 
ing  the  existence  /  the  committee,  $24,795, 
to  be  disbursed ^ny  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate.” 

Page  14,  afWF  line  20,  insert: 

“Subway  Tymsportation,  Capitol  and  Sen¬ 
ate  Office  Buildings 

“For  maintenance,  repairs,  and  rebuilding 
of  the/ubway  transportation  system  con¬ 
necting  the  Senate  Office  Buildings  with  the 
Canjftol,  including  personal  and  other  serv¬ 
ice!?,  $6,000.” 

'Page  14,  after  line  20,  insert: 

"Senate  Office  Buildings 

“For  maintenance,  miscellaneous  items 
and  supplies,  including  furniture,  furnish¬ 


ings,  and  equipment,  and  for  labor  and  ma¬ 
terial  incident  thereto,  and  repairs  thereof; 
for  purchase  of  waterproof  wearing  apparel 
and  for  personal  and  other  services;  includ¬ 
ing  eight  female  attendants  in  charge  of 
ladies  retiring  rooms  at  $1,800  each,  for  the 
care  and  operation  of  the  Senate  Office 
Buildings;  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 
1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131);  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  under  the  control  and  supervision  of 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol;  in  all,  $1,- 
819,700.” 

Page  14,  after  line  20,  insert: 

“Extension  of  Additional  Senate  Office  Build¬ 
ing  Site 

“For  an  additional  amount  to  enable  the 
Architect  of  the  Capitol,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Senate  Office  Building  Commission,  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  85- 
591,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  relating  to  the 
acquisition  of  property  in  square  725  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  including  necessary 
incidental  expenses,  $200,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

Page  14,  after  line  20,  insert: 

“Remodeling,  Senate  Office  Building 

“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the^ 
proviso  contained  under  this  heading  in  tl 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1958 
kStat.  329),  not  to  exceed  $100,000  of/The 
feinds  therein  appropriated  may  be  exp/ded 
fo^  the  performance  of  work  on  a  contract 
ba 

Tlfo  SPEAKER.  The  que^on  is  oh 
the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Senate  amendment  were  con¬ 
curred  in: 

The  Clergy  ill  report/he  first  amend¬ 
ment  in  disagreement/ 

The  Clerk  read  a/ollows: 

Senate  amendm^JrNo.  45:  Page  21,  line 
11,  strike  out: 

“Hereafter,  th^A^hitect  of  the  Capitol 
is  authorized,  v^thou\regard  to  the  Clas¬ 
sification  Act/f  1949,  amended,  to  fix 
the  compensation  of  three  positions  under 
the  appreciation  ‘Salaried  Office  of  the 
Architect Jot  the  Capitol’,  one  position 
under  t/  appropriation  ‘Capi\ol  Buildings’, 
and  ofaone  position  under  the  Expropriation 
‘Hou/  Office  Buildings’  at  a  basic  rate  of 
$8,/  per  annum  each:  Provided,  at  this 
p/'ision  shall  not  be  applicable  to  l\e  posi- 
ons  of  Architect,  Assistant  Architect,  or 
second  Assistant  Architect  of  the  CapN>!” 
And  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow! 

“Hereafter,  the  Architect  of  the  Capiti 
is  authorized,  without  regard  to  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  fix  the 
compensation  of  one  position  under  the  ap¬ 
propriation  ‘Senate  Office  Buildings’,  at  a 
basic  rate  of  $7,020  per  annum.” 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Kirwak  moves  that  the  House  concur 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered 
45  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu 
of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  inserted  by 
said  amendment,  insert  the  following: 

“Hereafter,  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  is 
authorized,  without  regard  to  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949,-  as  amended,  to  fix  the 
compensation  of  three  positions  under  the 
appropriation  “Salaries,  Office  of  the  Archi¬ 
tect  of  the  Capitol”,  of  one  position  under 
the  appropriation  “Capitol  Buildings”,  and 
of  one  position  under  the  appropriation 
“House  Office  Buildings”  at  a  basic  rate  of 
$8,000  per  annum  each:  Provided,  That  this 
provision  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  po¬ 
sitions  of  Architect,  Assistant  Architect,  or 
Second  Assistant  Architect  of  the  Capitol. 

“Hereafter,  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
is  authorized,  without  regal'd  to  the  Classi¬ 


fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended’  to  fix  *he 
compensation  of  one  position  undeiV^he 
appropriation  “Senate  Office  Buildings”,  at 
a  basic  rate  of  $7,020  per  annum." 

The  motion,  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerl/ill  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follow/^ 

Senate  amendment  No.  Mh  Page  25,  line  2, 
strike  out  “$1,400,000"  vjA  insert  “$1,451,- 
300.’ 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  co/ur  in  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  m/bered  50. 

The  motion /is  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAHuCR.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  ai/ndment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clepf  read.as follows: 

Senat/mendment  No.  51 :  Page  27,  line  24, 
strike  yKt  “$7,150,000”  and  insert  “$7,159,- 
890.”  i 

KIRWAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
t  the  House  concur  in  the  amendment 
the  Senate  numbered  51. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 

(Mr.  KIRWAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 

Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  588) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7175)  “making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,”  hav¬ 
ing  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  7,  9,  10,  17,  18,  19,  25,  and 
31. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  4,  5,  8,  12,  14,  3  5,  23,  24,  and  32, 
and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$67,722,490”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,939,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$49,800,600”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
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ment  of  the  Senate  numbered.  6,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$22,750,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$15,344,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$26,072,600”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  "$335,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$18,600,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  slmend- 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol-* 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$375,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$30,744,750”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$3,162,025”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$42,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  16,  26, 
and  30. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Lister  Hill, 

By  R.B.R. 

A.  Willis  Robertson, 

By  W.A.M. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Henry  Dworshak, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 


ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely: 

DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  1  and  2— -Research:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $67,722,490  instead  of  $63,961,590 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $70,479,390  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  above 
the  amount  approved  by  the  House  includes 
$1,235,900  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
research,  $1,100,000  for  research  on  boll 
weevil  and  other  cotton  insects  and  pests, 
$1,100,000  for  research  on  insects  affecting 
corn  and  other  grains,  $100,000  for  research 
on  Coastal  Bermuda  pellets,  $100,000  for 
sweetpotato  utilization  research,  $25,000  for 
apple  breeding  in  the  southeast,  and  $100,- 
000  for  research  on  humane  slaughter. 

The  additional  $1,235,900  provided  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  includes 
$355,000  for  equipment  for  four  laboratories, 
$50,000  for  full  year’s  operations  in  eastern 
South  Dakota,  and  $830,900  for  part  year 
operating  costs  at  the  additional  locations 
provided  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  feel 
that  the  Department  should  expand  these 
facilities  to  full  operating  strength  gradually 
during  the  year  so  as  to  make  certain  that 
the  new  research  programs  are  developed  on 
a  sound  basis. 

The  $1,100,000  included  for  research  on 
boll  weevil  and  other  cotton  insects  and 
pests  provides  $559,200  for  the  main  labora¬ 
tory  building  and  office  space.  The  balance 
is  to  cover  necessary  greenhouses,  storage 
buildings  and  other  auxiliary  buildings,  to¬ 
gether  with  architect,  engineering  and  su¬ 
pervisory  fees  and  contingencies. 

The  funds  provided  for  research  on  in¬ 
sects  affecting  corn  and  other  grains  in¬ 
cludes  $550,000  for  construction  of  a  labo¬ 
ratory  and  necessary  auxiliary  buildings  to 
be  located  at  or  near  Brookings  State  Col¬ 
lege  in  South  Dakota  and  $550,000  for  the 
construction  of  a  laboratory  and  necessary 
related  facilities  at  the  Coastal  Plains  Ex¬ 
periment  Station. 

The  conferees  feel  that  the  Department 
should  make  a  determination  with  present 
staff  as  to  the  various  types  of  slaughtering 
methods  which  qualify  as  humane.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  $100,000  is  to  be  used  for  research 
and  preparation  of  plans  for  adaptation  of 
such  methods  and  devices  to  the  needs  of 
the  smaller  slaughtering  establishments.  No 
funds  are  included  for  construction  of  fa¬ 
cilities  at  the  Beltsville  Research  Station. 

Based  upon  the  fine  results  obtained  at 
the  Peoria  Laboratory,  where  it  was  found 
that  certain  types  of  corn  have  certain 
chemical  characteristics  that  will  broaden 
the  industrial  use  of  corn,  the  Conference 
Committee  feels  that  research  on  breeding 
of  corn  should  be  furthered  to  make  such 
varieties  available.  Since  grain  sorghums 
have  similar  prospects,  basic  breeding  work 
ought  to  be  furthered  in  that  field  also.  The 
$100,000  included  in  the  bill  as  passed  by 
the  House  for  additional  research  on  utili¬ 
zation  of  corn  and  grain  sorghums  was  in¬ 
tended  to  further  this  type  of  research  work. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control:  Appropriates  $49,- 
800,600  instead  of  $48,340,600  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $51,050,600  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  additional  amount  ap¬ 
proved  includes  $1,250,000  for  brucellosis 
eradication,  $100,000  for  general  control 
work,  $75,000  for  soybean  cyst  nematode 
control  woi jk,  and  $35,000  for  eradication  of 
sheep  scabies. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Meat  inspection:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $21,324,900  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $21,135,100  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  5 — Special  fund:  Inserts 
language  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
conferees  are  in  full  agreement  that  the 
funds  provided  under  this  head  are  to  be 


used  by  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
for  the  employment  of  additional  labor  and 
nonprofessional  help  by  contract,  coopera¬ 
tive  agreements,  or  temporary  or  permanent 
employment. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Amendment  No.  6 — Watershed  protection: 
Appropriates  $22,750,000  instead  of  $25,500,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $20,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  7 — Flood  prevention:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $18  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $15,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  8 — Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  program:  Appropriates  $10,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $7,500,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Agricultural  conservation  program 
Amendment  Nos.  9  and  10:  Insert  lan¬ 
guage  concerning  eligibility  requirements, 
cost-sharing  practices,  and  ^allocation  of 
funds  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
Amendment  No.  11 — Marketing  research 
and  agricultural  estimates:  Appropriates 
$15,344,500  instead  of  $15,044,500  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $15,514,100  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  additional  funds  agreed  to 
in  conference  includes  $150,000  for  consumer 
preference  studies,  $125,000  for  cattle-on- 
feed  reports,  and  $25,000  for  research  at 
Clemson,  S.C. 

Amendments  Nos.  12,  13,  and  14 — Market¬ 
ing  services:  Insert  language  relative  to  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  appropriate  $26,072,600  instead  of 
$24,862,600  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$26,426,600  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 
earmark  $15,000  for  range  and  feed  lot  market 
reporting  in  Colorado.  The  funds  agreed  to 
above  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  provide 
an  additional  $1,150,000  for  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  and  $60,000  for  enforcement  of  fair  trade 
practices  under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act. 

Amendment  No.  15 — Payments  to  States, 
Territories,  and  possessions:  Appropriates 
$1,195,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $1,160,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  16 — School  lunch  pro¬ 
gram:  Reported  in  disagreement.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  intend  to 
move  to  recede  and  concur  with  the  Senate 
language  with  the  elimination  of  the  phrase 
"such  additional  funds  to  be  used  for  the 
general  purposes  of  section  32”. 

The  conferees  direct  that  the  full  amount 
of  these  transferred  funds  be  used  to  pur¬ 
chase  foods  necessary  to  provide  balanced 
diets  for  the  schoolchildren.  In  making 
such  purchases,  attention  should  be  given  to 
the  needs  of  the  schools  for  red  meats  and 
other  high  protein  foods.  As  far  as  pos¬ 
sible,  foods  in  surplus  supply  should  be  given 
priority.  The  necessary  foods  should  be  sup¬ 
plied  from  these  funds,  however,  regardless 
of  whether  or  not  they  are  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
Amendments  Nos.  17  and  18 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $3,518,300  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $3,668,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  and  authorize  the  use 
of  $1,310,000  of  foreign  currencies  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  instead  of  $1,160,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
Amendment  No.  19 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $909,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $900,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Conservation  reserve  program 
Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $335,- 
000,000  instead  of  $310,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $340,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 
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Amendment  No.  21 :  Authorizes  $18,600,000 
for  administrative  expenses  instead  of  $18,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $18,- 
900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  22:  Authorizes  $375,000,- 
000  for  contracts  under  the  1960  program 
instead  of  $325,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $450,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  23:  Inserts  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  nNo.  24:  Establishes  limit  of 
$5,000  on  amounts  payable  to  any  individual 
or  corporation  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $3,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  25:  Restores  language  of 
the  House  relating  to  annual  rental  pay¬ 
ments  which  was  stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  26 :  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Amendment  No.  27 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $30,744,750  instead  of  $30,300,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $31,189,- 
500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Amendment  No.  28 — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $3,162,025  instead  of 
$3,115,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,- 
208,750  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Amendment  No.  29 — Limitation  on  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses:  Authorizes  $42,000,000 
instead  of  $39,600,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $42,771,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  30:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

General  provisions 

Amendments  Nos.  31  and  32 — Section  406: 
Restore  language  which  establishes  floor  un¬ 
der  contract  research  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  eliminate  authority  for  research 
grants  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Fred  Marshall, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

H.  Carl  Andersen, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  report  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  is  this  an  attempt  to 
bring  up  a  conference  report  which  re¬ 
port  has  not  yet  been  published? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct. 
This  is  a  matter  over  which  there  is  no 
controversy  whatever  among  the  con¬ 
ferees. 

Mr.  JUDD.  It  seems  to  me  the  mem¬ 
bership  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  to 
read  the  report. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  tomorrow  is  the  last  day 
of  the  fiscal  year.  Time  is  of  the  essence, 
and  the  conference  report  is  in  com¬ 
plete  agreement. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  still  believe  it  ought  to 
be  put  over.  I  hope  the  gentleman  will 
not  insist. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  feel  compelled  to 
insist.  The  gentleman  is  within  his 
rights  to  object. 


Mr.  JUDD.  Then  I  object,  Mr 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Objection  is  heard. 
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Mr.  MILLS.  Mrr  Speaker,  I  call  up; 
the  Conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R.; 
7523)  to  provide  a  1-year  extension  of; 
the  existing  corporate  normal-tax  rate 
and  of  certain  excise-tax  rates,  and  ask; 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House" 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to  I 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  26, 
1959.) 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my 
self  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  will  be  recalled  th 
earlier  this  month  the  House  passed  aJtd 
sent  to  the  Senate  the  bill  (H.R.  7323) 
providing  for  a  simple  1-year  extension 
olrthe  existing  corporate  normal  m  rate 
an\  certain  excise  tax  rates  ti^it  would 
be  reduced  after  June  30,  19 

Th^UIouse  took  this  acUbn  for  the 
reason  felt  that  thi^  amount  of 
revenue,  some  $2  billion, yfould  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  thX  fiscal  yeanrl960  if  we  are 
to  have  any  V-ospect  jn  a  balance  in  the 
budget  in  fiscal  1960f  It  will  be  recalled 
that  the  full  effect  was  $3,138 

billion. 

When  the  bifl  ^as  being  considered 
by  the  other  ifody  cV'tain  amendments 
were  added  Jo  the  bill.^The  net  effect  of 
those  amendments  would  have  been  to 
reduce  ter  $205  million  tlV  effectiveness 
of  this  Jnll  in  playing  its  plu-t  in  main¬ 
taining  a  balance  in  the  budget  for  1960. 
In  ojfner  words,  the  bill  that  passed  the 
Senate  would  have  resulted  in  i\t  effect 
iiff  $205  million  less  revenue  whin  the 
expenditures  of  $117  million  fo\  in¬ 
creased  public  assistance  payments  %jd 
the  loss  of  $188  million  in  transportati 
of  persons  tax  is  offset  against  the  gai: 
of  $100  million  from  the  repeal  of  the 
dividend  credit  provision  for  fiscal  1960. 
The  conferees  were  faced  with  the  same 
facts  that  the  House  was  faced  with 
earlier  in  the  month. 

It  was  then  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  House  that  we  anticipate  on  our  best 
guess  about  $77.7  billion  of  revenue  for 
fiscal  1960. 

The  President’s  January  budget  calls 
for  an  expenditure  of  $77  billion.  There 
are  three  matters,  though,  which  are 
still  not  definite  that  could  possibly  re¬ 
quire  additional  spending  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  funds  by  the  Government  that  was 
not  provided  for  in  the  January  budget. 

To  the  $77  billion  must  be  added  $500 
million  additional  interest  required  to 
be  paid  on  the  public  debt.  Also  there 
will  have  to  be  added  $350  million  of 
added  postal  deficit  not  contained  in  the 
budget  if  the  Congress  is  not  to  increase 
the  4-cent  postage  stamp  to  5  cents. 

When  this  extension  of  taxes  was  be¬ 
fore  the  House  I  pointed  out  there  was  a 
$241  million  deficit  in  the  highway  trust 


fund  that  would  have  to  come  fromythe 
general  fund  if  we  paid  our  bills  iarthe 
way  of  the  interstate  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program  and  do  not  increase  taxes. 
That  figure,  however,  has  riser^rom  $241 
million,  we  are  now  told,  to  $^36  million. 
So  to  the  $77  billion  January  estimate 
must  be  added,  if  nothinar is  done  with 
respect  to  the  highway  jfust  fund,  $536 
million;  if  nothing  ia/done  about  the 
increase  in  postage  jffites,  $350  million, 
and  $500  million  additional  payment  in 
interest  on  the  noblic  debt.  Members 
may  immediately  add  these  figures  to¬ 
gether  and  seexnat  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  was  fa^ed  with  the  prospect,  with 
all  of  the  jevenue  provided  in  the  bill 
passed  baf  the  House  and  passing  the 
Congressfand  becoming  law,  of  a  deficit 
in  the^scal  year  1960  without  the  ad- 
ditioar  of  any  new  programs  to  that 
whi^i  is  in  the  budget. 

e  felt  under  the  circumstances  that 
could  not  justify  an  immediate 
termination  in  the  passenger  trans¬ 
portation  tax  of  10  percent  that  would 
reduce  revenues  in  fiscal  1960  by  $188 
million.  We  felt  also  that  we  could  not 
incur  the  additional  expenditures  which 
were  involved  in  the  provisions  calling 
for  increased  Federal  expenditures  for 
public  assistance  because  these  pro- 
visons  had  no  relationship  to  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  taxes  and  had  not  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committees  involved  in 
our  usual  manner.  All  together,  I  re¬ 
peat,  there  would  have  been  $205  million 
additional  added  to  these  figures  just  in 
fiscal  year  1960.  For  that  reason  the 
conference  committee  agreed  to  elim¬ 
inate  the  amendments  from  the  bill  as 
it  passed  the  other  body,  except  for  two, 
and  to  accept  these  two  amendments  in 
modified  form. 

Let  me  explain  to  you  these  two  addi¬ 
tions  to  the  bill  agreed  to  in  conference. 

The  first  such  amendment  would  have 
repealed  the  tax  on  the  transportation 
of  persons,  effective  as  of  August  1,  1959. 
The  conferees  recommend  that  the  tax 
on  the  transportation  of  persons  be  re¬ 
duced  from  the  existing  10-percent  rate 
to  5  percent,  effective  July  1,  1960.  The 
recommendation  of  the  conferees  with 
respect  to  the  tax  on  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  persons  would  result  in  no  rev¬ 
ale  loss  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  and 
thXproposed  rate  reduction  could  be  re- 
exanrined  next  year,  along  with  the 
other\jcheduled  rate  reductions. 

Thehther  amendment  added  by  the 
other  bodK  would  repeal  the  tax  on  com¬ 
munications,  effective  July  1,  1960.  The 
conferees  recommend  that  this  proposed 
repeal  be  limbed  to  the  tax  on  general 
telephone  service.  Under  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  thateonferees,  the  tax  now 
imposed  on  geneml  telephone  service 
would  be  repealed  ias  of  July  1,  1960, 
while  the  tax  on  tol!\telephone  service 
apd  other  taxable  cormmmication  serv¬ 
ices  would  be  retained.  \Jie  recommen¬ 
dation  of  the  conferees  with  respect  to 
this  amendment  would  result  in  no  rev¬ 
enue  loss  during  the  coming  T^scal  year. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  recommend 
against  the  enactment  of  th\  other 
amendments  at  this  time. 

The  other  body  proposed  to  repealrthe 
credit  against  income  tax  for  dividends 
received  by  individuals,  allowed  by  se<N 


1012 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  29 


tiosj  34  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 
TheNconferees  recommend  no  action  be 
taken-,  at  this  time  with  respect  to  the 
dividends  received  credit  for  indivduals. 
The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  has 
scheduledSnublic  hearings  in  the  form 
of  panel  discussions  to  begin  on  Novem¬ 
ber  2,  1959,  wirii  a  view  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  opportunities  for  constructive 
reform  of  the  Federal  income  tax  sys¬ 
tem.  The  dividers  received  credit  will 
be  among  the  items  considered  in  this 
study.  It  is  contemplated  that  consid¬ 
erable  study  will  be  given  to  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  dividends  generally  and  the 
effect  of  taxing  corporateVncome  at  the 
shareholder  level.  In  mys.  opinion  no 
action  should  be  taken  im, this  area 
without  study  by  the  tax -w min g  com¬ 
mittee  as  to  its  relationship  to  u\P  whole 
field  of  corporation-stockholder  transac¬ 
tions.  \ 

Two  amendments  added  by  the  other 
body  would  increase  the  amount  of  Fe^- 
eral  participation  in  State  expenditure^ 
under  the  public  assistance  provisions 
of  the  Social  Security  Act.  Since  these 
amendments  have  no  relationship  to  the 
continuation  of  existing  tax  rates,  the 
conferees  agreed  to  eliminate  these 
amendments. 

So,  you  see  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  so  far  as'  its  effect  on  revenues  in 
fiscal  1960  is  identical  with  the  bill  that 
passed  the  House.  For  that  reason  I 
feel  that  the  House  should  accept  the 
conference  report,  because  we  have 
brought  back  to  you  almost  exactly  what 
you  passed  some  days  ago  and  the  Rev¬ 
enue  will  be  preserved  in  fiscal  1960. 

Our  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Forand]  did  not 
sign  the  conference  report  because  he 
felt  that  the  House  conferees  should 
have  insisted  on  the  House-passed  bill 
without  change.  His  position  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  that  which  he  expressed 
all  along,  namely,  that  since  he  and 
other  House  Members  refrained  from 
offering  amendments  in  which  they  are 
interested  in  order  that  the  extension 
bill  might  be  considered  in  an  orderly 
manner,  we  should  insist  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  be  confined  to  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  extension  of  the  Korea/ 
taxes.  I  fully  appreciate  and  respoct 
his  position.  / 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  bo  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Simpson.]  / 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  join  with  the /able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Arkansas,  in  urging  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  House  t^^pprove  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement  /efore  us  today  on 
H.R.  7523.  / 

This  legislation/: as  it  passed  the  House 
provided  for  tfie  continuation  for  an 
additional  y/r  through  June  30,  1960, 
of  the  30  r/rcent  normal  tax  rate  ap¬ 
plicable  ter  corporate  incomes — making 
the  confirmed  normal  and  surtax  rate 
529 — ajsra  the  existing  excise  tax  rates 
on  distilled  spirits,  beer,  wine,  cigarettes, 
passenger  automobiles,  and  auto  parts 
ana  accessories.  The  House-passed  ver¬ 
sion  of  this  legislation  would  have  pre¬ 
sented  revenue  losses  to  the  Treasury 


scheduled  under  existing  law  to  take 
place  on  July  1,  1959,  of  $2  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1960  or  a  full  year  revenue 
loss  of  $3.1  billion.  ^ 

In  recognition  of  the  urgent  fiscal 
needs  of  the  Federal  Government,  the 
membership  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  the  membership  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  refrained  from 
offering  what  might  otherwise  be  con¬ 
sidered  meritorious  amendments  to  this 
must  legislation.  There  are  many  tax 
rate  adjustments  and  substantive 
changes  in  our  tax  laws  that  we  would 
all  like  to  support  to  ease  the  tax  burden 
imposed  on  our  citizens  but  the  House 
faced  its  responsibility  and  recognized 
that  the  bill  H.R.  7523  was  not  the  legis¬ 
lative  vehicle  to  use  for  this  purpose. 
The  June  30  termination  dates  contained 
in  existing  law  that  would  be  extended 
by  this  bill  must  be  extended  by  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow  if  we  are  to  avoid  the 
expiration  of  these  tax  rates  and  the 
consequent  loss  of  up  to  several  hundred 
million  dollars  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 
\  When  H.R.  7523  was  returned  to  the 
House  on  Friday,  June  26,  1959,  there/ 
were  five  amendments  to  the  bill  on  sub/ 
jectNwhich  the  Congress  had  not  cjm- 
sidereci  recently  in  public  hearings/and 
which  would  have  had  an  adver/e  im¬ 
pact  on  \he  Federal  budget  ovr  which 
would  havk  taken  from  our  citizens  a 
fully  warranted  tax  saving  thrt  the  Con¬ 
gress  had  previously  granted  to  them. 

These  five  changes  that  "were  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  otl\er  bod/  on  which  the. 
Congress  has  haov  n^Aecent  hearings 
might  be  enumerat«ras  follows: ' 

First.  The  10-p^cent  Federal  excise 
tax  on  transportarion  of  persons  would 
have  been  repealed  effective  August  1, 
1959.  /  \ 

Second.  The  communications  taxes 
applicable  to  telephone,  telegraph,  and 
other  wire/ervices  would  have\een  ter¬ 
minated  ^effective  July  1,  1960.  N 

Thin/  The  dividend  received  aredit 
for  individuals  which  gives  to  12'/2  Vil- 
lioi/shareowners  in  American  industry 
partial  relief  from  the  double  taxation^ 
jm  dividends  and  which  stimulates^ 
'equity  investment  would  have  been  re¬ 
pealed. 

Fourth.  The  maximum  amount  of 
State  expenditures  in  which  the  Federal 
Government  would  share  under  certain 
public  assistance  provisions  of  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Act  would  have  been  in¬ 
creased. 

Fifth.  The  Federal  share  of  public  as¬ 
sistance  would  have  been  changed  in 
certain  States  by  increasing  the  Federal 
matching  under  a  variable  annuity  for¬ 
mula. 

Mr.  Speaker,  regardless  of  whatever 
merit  any  of  these  provisions  might 
have,  I  respectfully  suggest  that  such 
merit  is  offset  by  the  inclusion  of 
amendments  of  this  character  in  a  tax 
rate  extension  bill  in  the  absence  of 
timely  public  hearings  and  without  the 
most  careful  committee  consideration. 

The  House  conferees  were  successful 
in  having  deleted  from  the  bill  the  last 
three  of  the  five  amendments  that  I 
enumerated.  The  first  two  enumerated 
amendments  were  modified  so  that  they 
will  have  no  budgetary  effect  in  fiscal 


year  1960  and  so  that  their  scope  will 
be  not  as  broad  as  originally  provided1' 
in  the  amendments  that  came  to  tHe 
House.  Under  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  the  Federal  excise  tax  applicable 
to  transportation  of  persons  is  /sched¬ 
uled  to  be  reduced  from  10  potent  to 
5  percent  effective  with  i/spect  to 
amounts  paid  on  or  after  Jdly  1,  1960. 
The  proposed  repeal  of  all/communica¬ 
tions  taxes  effective  Jul/  1,  1960,  has 
been  modified  so  that  tj/e  repeal  will  be 
applicable  only  to  loc/a  telephone  serv¬ 
ice.  / 

Mr.  Speaker,  sj(  a  consequence  of 
this  conference  agreement  we  find  two 
new  categories/  of  excises  that  are 
scheduled  to  Joe  either  reduced  or  re¬ 
pealed  in  part  on  July  1,  1960.  I  refer 
to  the  transportation  tax  and  to  the 
communications  tax.  To  the  billion- 
dollar  package  in  excise  tax  reduction 
to  whirti  a  termination  date  is  presently 
applicable  we  have  with  this  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  added  another  one-half 
b/lion  dollars.  I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker, 
/hat  the  increasing  size  of  the  revenue 
loss  that  will  in  the  future  be  entailed 
in  permitting  these  termination  dates  to 
take  effect  will  serve  to  make  such  an 
occurrence  that  much  more  remote. 

The  mere  enactment  of  a  termination 
date  will  not  of  itself  reduce  anybody’s 
taxes.  By  a  succession  of  tax  rate  ex¬ 
tension  bills  we  have  seen  the  fallacy 
of  the  thinking  that  a  termination  date 
makes  tax  reduction  closer  at  hand.  .  If 
we  are  to  have  tax  reduction,  it  is  not 
a  termination  date  that  we  must  strive 
for  but  instead  we  must  strive  for  and 
achieve  less  Government  spending. 

If  during  the  course  of  the  past  5 
years  we  had  not  permitted  the  expendi¬ 
ture  side  of  the  Federal  budget  to  in¬ 
crease  above  the  $69  billion  level  we 
maintained  as  recently  as  fiscal  year 
1955,  both  tax  reduction  and  debt  re¬ 
duction  would  today  be  possible.  Un¬ 
fortunately  we  have  not  been  consistent 
in  our  attitudes  toward  spending  and 
taxation:  we  have  actually  spent  more 
so  that  today  we  are  unable  to  tax  less. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  conference  committee 
Vneeting  is  usually  a  time  for  equitable 
compromise  with  respect  to  the  differing 
versions  of  legislation  passing  the  House 
ancNfche  other  body.  I  submit,  however, 
that  \ompromise  was  not  at  stake  in 
the  coherence  meeting  on  this  legis¬ 
lation  fot  a  number  of  reasons.  First, 
we  had  tfle  act  of  total  forbearance  on 
the  part  of  she  membership  of  the  House 
in  offering  arte  amendments  to  this  ur¬ 
gent  legislation  because  of  the  recog¬ 
nized  need  of  ute  Federal  Government 
for  the  revenue  irteolved.  Secondly,  we 
knew  that  many  amendments  in  which 
we  might  be  interested  should  receive 
careful  committee  confederation  in  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  and  in  executive  session  be¬ 
fore  they  could  be  offered  to  any  bill. 
Thirdly,  it  was  recognized \v  the  House 
conferees  that  the  imminenceSof  the  June 
30,  1959,  rate  reduction  date  na  existing 
law  for  the  taxes  affected  by  Htfl.  7523 
precluded  the  careful  study  in  confer¬ 
ence  of  the  amendments  that  hacTteeen 
approved  in  the  bill.  For  those  reasons 
the  House  conferees  endeavored  V) 
bring  back  to  the  House  a  conference^ 
agreement  that  was  as  close  as  possible' 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H,  R.  7175,  and  acted  on  the  three  amendments  in  disagreement  (pp.  11195- 
204). 

With  respect  to  the  amendment  in  disagreement  on  school  lunch,  agreed  to  an 
amendment  by  Rep.  Whitten  to  strike  out  of  the  provision  transferring 
$43,657,248  from  funds  available  under  section  32  for  the  school  lunch  program 
language  which  would  have  limited  use  of  the  funds  "for  the  general  purposes  of 
section  32"  (p.  11195) .  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  remove  the  legal 
requirement  that  these  funds  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  foods  in  surplus 
supply. 


With  respect  to  the  amendment  in  disagreement  on  the  length  of  contracts 
and  fair  rental  value  of  land  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve,  agreed  to  an 
amendment  by  Rep.  Whitten  as  follows: 

"Provided  further.  That  (1)  no  part  of  the  funds  authorized  for  1960 
may  be  used  to  enter  into  annual  rental  contracts  for  a  period  of  time 
or  at  rates  or  in  amounts  which  are  in  excess  of  limitations  imposed  by 
present  regulations  or  announcements,  (2)  in  establishing  annual  rental 
rates  for  new  contracts,  no  such  rental  rate  shall  be  established  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  local  fair  rental  value  of  the  acreage  offered,  such  fair 
rental  value  to  be  based  upon  the  average  annual  crop  production  harvested 
from  such  acreage  during  the  past  five  crop  years  including  the  current 
year,  (3)  in  handling  funds  within  any  State,  first  consideration  shall  be 
given  to  those  applicants  who  were  not  offered  contracts  during  the  1959 
sign-up  due  to  limitation  of  funds,  and  (4)  in  the  allocation  e£  funds  and 
administration  thereof,  the  Department  shall  not  allocate  funds  on  any 
basis  not  in  accord  with  the  purposes  as  set  forth  in  the  basic  law." 

With,  regard  -o  the  amendment  in  disagreement  limiting  price  support  paymei 
to  any  person,  agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Whitten  as  ^follows: 


"Providing  further,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this  authorization  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960  under 
which  a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  ex¬ 
tended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or  made  avail¬ 
able  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person  on  the  1960  production 
of  any  agricultural  commodity  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus 
supply,  unless  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce  his  production  of  such  com¬ 
modity  from  that  which  such  person  produced  the  preceding  year  in  such 
percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  percent,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to 
be  essential  to  bring  production  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  with  that  necessary  to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 
and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such  person  shall 
agree  to  repay  all  amounts  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for  any  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  within  12  months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  fund 
or  at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine. 

"(2)  That  the  term  'person'  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership, 
frim,  joint-stoclc  company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 
other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any 
agency  thereof. 

"(3)  That  is  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative 


marketing  organization,  or  with  regard  to  price  support  on  an  agricultural 
commodity  extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity  from,  or  by 
loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other  than  the  producers  of  such  commodity, 
such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or  other  persons,  but  the  amount 
of  price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  or  other  persons  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limi¬ 
tation,  and 

"(4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescrib 
ing  such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this  provision." 

(pp.  11198-204). 

The*. Senate  later  agreed  to -the  conference  report ,  .and  concurred  in.  the  amend1 
ments  of. the  House  to  the  amendments^in  disagreement  (pp.  ill29-41).  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 
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INFLATION  IS  NO  LONGER  A  JOKE 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  inflation  represents  a  far  more 
serfbus  and  dangerous  threat  to  the 
future  of  the  United  States  than  many 
people  realize. 

Oni  of  the  best  editorials  that  has 
come  w  my  attention  on  the  subject  of 
inflation  is  one  that  appeared  in  the 
San  Francisco  Call-Bulletin  under  date 
of  Wednesday,  June  24,  1959,  under 
headline  YInflation  No  Joke.” 

Mi*.  President  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  wiis  editorial  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  Vo  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows :  \ 

Inflation  No  Longer  a  Joke 
Except  for  wir  itself,  the  most  ominous 
shadow  that  closds  the  American  economic 
skies  today  is  the  menace  of  expanding  in¬ 
flation.  Inflation^  used  to  be  a  two-dollar 
word  that  people  Stuck  into  their  conversa¬ 
tion  to  show  off  their  vocabularies.  It  did 
not  mean  anythingX  because  it  never  really 
happened  to  us.  V 

The  American  peonle  were  vaguely  aware 
that  it  happened  in  Germany  after  the  first 
great  war.  There  were  fantastic  stories 
about  a  loaf  of  bread\  costing  millions  of 
marks.  It  wasn’t  funny  in  Germany,  but 
our  jokesmiths  made  quite  a  thing  out  of  it. 

Well,  it  isn’t  funny  in  Wnerica  any  more, 
either.  Inflation  has  really  happened  to  us 
at  last,  and  it  hurts.  If\  it  goes  on  long 
enough,  and  keeps  on  getting  worse,  it  is 
going  to  destroy  us.  \ 

What  inflation  does  to  us  is  to  take  so 
much  of  our  income  as  individuals  and  as 
families  that  the  little  left  foV  living  is  not 
enough.  So  everybody  demands  higher 
wages,  and  then  prices  of  everything  go  up. 
Then  along  comes  the  CongresV  the  State 
legislatures,  the  boards  of  supervisors,  and 
taxes  are  raised  and  new  taxes  levied.  The 
whole  vicious  spiral  spins  and  spins. 

The  American  people,  and  theiAlawmak- 
ers,  are  going  to  get  smart  about  this  very 
quickly,  or  they  are  going  to  get  hurt  very 
badly.  The  remedy  for  inflation  mist  ori¬ 
ginate  with  government  at  the  highest 
levels.  \ 

Government  spending  In  excess  ofVeve- 
nues  is  one  of  the  major  causes  of  inflation, 
but  the  Congress  goes  right  on  appropriating 
money  that  the  American  people  have  Viot 
even  earned  yet.  President  Eisenhower 
pleads  earnestly  for  a  balanced  Federal 
budget,  but  spending  and  taxing  and  bor¬ 
rowing  go  blithely  on.  \ 

Caught  up  in  the  whirlwinds  of  inflation^ 
America  must  make  a  safe  landing  or  crash. 
And  as  we  suggested  in  the  beginning,  the 
only  thing  worse  than  that  kind  of  a  crash 
is  war  itself. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  temporarily  laid  aside  in 
order  that  the  Senate  may  proceed  to 
consider  the  conference  report  on  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  appropriation 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 


ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House 
proceedings  of  June  29,  1959,  pp.  11009- 
11010,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
make  a  brief  statement  with  respect  to 
some  of  the  items  which  are  included 
within  the  conference  report.  As  is 
usual  in  matters  of  this  kind,  there  was 
a  compromise  on  the  Senate  increases 
for  the  agricultural  research  service. 
The  Senate  was  sustained  in  these  activi¬ 
ties  in  many  instances,  but  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  make  some  reduction  in  the 
amount  of  money  involved. 

In  the  appropriation  for  watershed 
protection,  for  which  the  House  had  al¬ 
lowed  $25,500,000,  and  the  Senate  had 
allowed  the  budget  figure  of  $20  million, 
the  conference  report  provides  $22,750,- 
000.  That  is  an  increase  of  $2,750,000 
above  the  Senate  figure  and  the  budget 
estimate. 

With  respect  to  the  flood  prevention 
item,  in  which  great  work  is  being  done 
on  such  important  projects  as  tire 
Washita  and  Trinity  Rivers,  the  Senate 
receded  from  its  amendment,  which  re¬ 
duced  the  House  item  of  $18  million  to 
$15  million,  and  a  total  of  $18  million 
is  included. 

.  The  Senate  was  able  to  maintain  its 
position  with  respect  to  the  Great  Plains 
conservation  program. 

In  the  item  for  poultry  inspection,  we 
have  provided  $10,203,000.  This  is 
$294,000  under  the  estimate,  but  the  evi¬ 
dence  before  us  indicated  that  only 
about  550  of  the  750  plants  eligible  to 
to  be  inspected  have  so  far  been  brought 
under  the  operation  of  the  act.  It  will 
probably  be  very  late  in  the  fiscal  year 
which  begins  tomorrow  before  all  the 
plants  will  be  included.  So  there  should 
be  adequate  fluids  with  which  to  carry 
on  that  work. 

One  of  the  most  highly  controversial 
items  in  the  bill  was  that  which  had  to 
do  with  the  1960  program  authorization 
of  the  conservation  reserve  program  of 
the  soil  bank.  Senators  will  recall  that 
the  Senate,  by  a  yea-and-nay  vote,  on 
the  basis  that  this  would  be  the  last  year 


in  which  this  program  would  be  in  oper¬ 
ation,  allowed  $450  million.  The  House 
figure  was  $325  million.  I  regret  very 
much  to  advise  the  Senate  that  despite 
every  argument  which  we  would  bring 
to  bear,  we  were  unable  to  get  above  the 
budget  estimate  of  $375  million  for  the 
soil  bank  conservation  reserve  program 
for  next  year. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Will  the  sum  agreed 
upon  permit  the  continuation  of  all  con¬ 
tracts  which  have  been  made  in  the  past 
fiscal  year? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  indeed.  Not  only 
will  it  carry  out  all  the  contracts  made 
during  the  past  fiscal  years,  but  it  will 
allow  for  at  least  5  million  acres  addi¬ 
tional  which  will  be  brought  into  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  1960. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  program  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  remain  in  operation  through 
fiscal  year  1960;  will  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  program  will  be 
carried  through  the  calendar  year. 

Mr.  COOPER.  We  discussed  this  item 
when  the  bill  was  before  the  Senate.  I 
remember  the  vote.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  and  the  other  con¬ 
ferees  for  at  least  maintaining  the 
amount  which  they  did. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky.  I  assure  him  that  it 
was  not  an  easy  matter.  Almost  all  the 
House  conferees  seemed  to  agree  with 
the  views  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!  on  this 
program.  The  Senate  was  compelled  to 
yield  $75  million  in  conference. 

I  think  I  have  dealt  with  some  of  the 
major  items  in  the  conference  report. 
Three  amendments  have  ben  reported  in 
disagreement.  I  therefore  move  that  the 
conference  report  be  agreed  to;  then  we 
can  take  up  the  amendments  which  are 
in  disagreement,  including  the  one  which 
has  to  do  with  the  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  support  which  can  be  ex¬ 
tended. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
explain  what  the  conferees  did  in  re- 
pect  to  the  $50,000  limitation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  very  happy 
to  undertake  to  explain  that  item.  This 
was  the  most  controversial  item  in  the 
entire  bill.  It  had  to  do  with  the  $50,000 
limitation  on  the  amount  of  support 
which  could  be  extended  to  any  one  per¬ 
son.  That  was  the  amendment  which 
was  adopted  by  the  Senate. 

I  ask  Senators  to  bear  in  mind  that, 
as  is  always  the  case  when  we  legislate 
hastily  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  we 
made  a  grevious  error  in  that  the  origi¬ 
nal  amendment  made  no  provision  for 
the  continuation  of  the  effective  price 
support  program  with  respect  to  dairy 
products,  meats,  and  any  other  prod¬ 
ucts  supported  by  this  method  of  pur¬ 
chase.  The  amendment  as  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  contains  language  which 
corrects  that  error. 

There  are  three  or  four  very  substan¬ 
tial  differences  between  the  amendment 
agreed  to  in  the  conference  and  the  origi¬ 
nal  Senate  amendment.  First,  the  orig¬ 
inal  amendment  limited  the  amount  of 
support  to  $50,000  to  any  one  person  for 
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whatever  number  of  commodities  he 
might  produce.  The  House  conferees 
were  adamant  in  their  opposition  to  that 
proposal. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  some  24  differ¬ 
ent  agricultural  commodities  have  pro¬ 
grams;  22  of  them  have  support;  in  2  of 
them,  wool  and  sugar,  payments  are 
made;  also,  some  of  the  commodities  are 
in  surplus,  and  some  are  not  in  surplus. 
In  fact,  with  respect  to  wool  and  sugar, 
the  subsidies  were  paid  to  increase  pro¬ 
duction,  and  therefore  it  was  highly  im¬ 
practicable  to  apply  the  $50,000  limita¬ 
tion.  Of  course,  the  purpose  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  adopting  the  amendment  was  to 
attempt  to  discourage  the  production  of 
great  surpluses — primarily  by  the  large 
farmers. 

So  the  provision,  as  reported  to  the 
Senate  from  conference,  limits  the 
amount  of  the  price  support  to  $50,000  a's 
to  any  commodity.  It  limits  its  appli¬ 
cation  to  commodities  which  are  declared 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  will  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  I  recall,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  was,  likewise,  limited  to 
support  prices  paid  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation — which  is  not  the 
case  with  reference  to  sugar  and  wool. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  regret  to  say  that 
the  Senator  from  Florida  is  in  error  on 
that  point.  I  took  that  position  in  con¬ 
ference;  but  the  House  conferees  pulled 
out  the  legislative  acts  and  showed  that 
with  respect  to  wool  the  payments  were 
made  directly  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  But  not  in  the  case 
of  sugar. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  not  too  sure 
about  that.  I  think  the  operation  of  the 
Sugar  Stabilization  Act  is  also  under  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  because 
I  was  thrown  into  some  confusion  when 
the  House  conferees  handed  me  the  acts. 
In  the  conference  I  took  the  same  posi¬ 
tion  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  taken 
just  now. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  certainly  would 
have  been  similarly  confused,  because  I 
believed  that  in  all  cases  in  which  the 
processing  tax  was  involved,  the  pay¬ 
ments  were  made  by  an  agency  other 
than  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  made  that  state¬ 
ment,  and  said  that  the  Wool  Act  would 
be  amended  by  requiring  that  the  pay¬ 
ments  be  made  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  if  ade¬ 
quate  funds  from  the  processing  taxes 
were  not  available. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  do  I  correctly  understand  that 
there  is  also  this  difference :  The  amend¬ 
ment,  as  adopted  by  the  Senate  provided 
a  $50,000  limitation  in  the  case  of  all 
agricultural  commodities  produced  by 
any  one  person,  whereas  the  conference 
report  provides  a  $50,000  ceiling  on  each 
individual  commodity. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct,  and 
limits  it  to  the  commodities  which  are 


declared  to  be  in  surplus  supply.  We  did 
not  think  the  purpose  of  the  action  taken 
by  the  Senate  was  to  destroy  the  support 
program.  We  apprehended  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  action  of  the  Senate  was  to 
do  away  with  the  enormous  payments 
which  were  made  and  the  great  losses 
which  were  incurred  on  loans  in  excess 
of  $50,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
was  the  purpose  of  the  Senate  action, 
and  it  was  also  the  intention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  it  be  limited  to  $50,000  in  the 
case  of  any  one  individual  for  all  com¬ 
modities  which  he  might  produce. 

The  conference  report,  if  I  correctly 
understand  it,  also  provides  two  excep¬ 
tions  from  the  $50,000  limitation.  If  I 
understand  the  conference  report  it 
would  be  possible  under  certain  circum¬ 
stances  for  a  person  to  be  exempted  from 
the  $50,000  limitation  and  get  as  much 
as  $1  million.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Not  unless  he  reduced 
his  production  by  20  percent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  the 
conference  report  does  not  so  provide. 
It  provides  that  he  shall  reduce  it  “not 
to  exceed  20  percent.”  Conceivably  the 
reduction  could  be  as  little  as  1  percent. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  “As  the  Secretary  may 
determine.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  As  the 
Secretary  may  determine? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  the 
case  of  cotton,  if  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  the  amount  of  cotton  acreage 
which  will  be  allocated  for  the  crop  year 
1960  and  if  a  farmer  complies  with  that 
allotment,  then,  as  I  understand  the 
conference  report  he  will  then  be  eligible 
for  price  support  loans  in  any  amount 
provided  only  that  he  agrees  to  pay  back 
all  except  $50,000.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct,  if  he 
reduces  his  production  by  20  percent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Where 
does  the  conference  report  require  that 
he  reduce  his  production  by  20  percent? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  we  assume 
that  the  Secretary  will  make  him  reduce 
it  to  the  maximum,  if  he  is  in  favor  of 
this  general  idea  at  all. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Was  it 
the  intention  of  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  that  the  Secretary  would  make  it 
mandatory  that  the  production  of  all 
crops  in  surplus  would  automatically  be 
reduced  20  percent? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  I  do  not  think 
that.  But  I  think  it  is  left  up  to  each 
producer. 

In  this  case  we  are  not  dealing  with 
a  great  number  of  producers;  we  are 
dealing  with  a  great  deal  of  agricultural 
production,  but  not  with  many  pro¬ 
ducers.  The  number  of  producers  who 
produce  more  than  $50,000  worth  is 
compartively  small,  but  they  produce 
a  great  prroportion  of  the  total  produc¬ 
tion.  This  matter  relates  only  to  those 
who  produce  more  than  $50,000  worth. 
We  should  bear  that  point  in  mind.  It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  a  producer  who 
produces  less  than  $50,000  worth  of  a 
commodity. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  as 
I  understand  the  conference  report,  con¬ 
ceivably  a  man  who  produces  cotton  or 
wheat  can  comply  with  the  recommen¬ 


dation  of  the  Sercetary  of  Agriculture 
in  connection  with  his  quotas  and  still 
be  eligible  for,  let  us  say,  a  $1  million 
loan,  on  that  particular  crop. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct,  if  he 
reduces  his  production  by  20  percent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Again 
I  ask  where  in  the  conference  report  is 
it  provided  that  he  must  reduce  his  pro¬ 
duction  by  20  percent?  The  report  says 
“not  to  exceed  20  percent.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  says  “as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  determine.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
is  correct.  But  a  cut  “not  to  exceed  20 
percent”  does  not  necessarily  mean  that 
a  cut  of  that  amount  will  be  required. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  would  not  assume  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  refuse 
to  do  his  duty. 

I  may  say  that  the  House  vigorously 
insisted  that  this  be  kept  down  to  10  per¬ 
cent,  on  the  whole ;  and  the  other  Senate 
conferees  will  bear  out  my  statement 
when  I  say  that  the  Senate  conferees 
suggested  that  it  be  increased  to  20  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
simply  trying  to  obtain  an  understand¬ 
ing  of  how  the  provision  will  work  should 
it  be  adopted. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  state  my  un¬ 
derstanding  of  it.  Let  us  consider  the 
largest  producers — for  instance,  one 
who  produces  $500,000  worth  of  wheat. 
He  could  not  be  entitled  to  receive  any 
support  in  excess  of  $50,000  unless  he  re¬ 
duced  his  production  by  $100,000  worth. 
That  is  my  understanding  of  that  pro¬ 
vision. 

Mr.  MUNDT. ,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  As  a  member  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee,  let  me  say  that  my 
understanding  is  precisely  that  which 
has  been  stated  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  During  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  deliberations,  I  raised  the  same 
question  as  the  one  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  now  devoting  his  at¬ 
tention — namely,  to  the  use  of  the  words 
“not  to  exceed.” 

After  i  raised  the  question,  it  was  the 
understanding  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  provision  would  operate 
in  precisely  the  way  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  has  just 
stated — namely,  that  it  was  left  to  the 
determination  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  but  that  he  could  insist  and  that 
he  would  insist  on  a  reduction  of  at  least 
20  percent.  He  could  not  insist  on  a  re¬ 
duction  of  more  than  that,  but  he  could 
insist  on  that  much  reduction,  before 
the  processor  would  be  entitled  to  a  loan 
of  more  than  the  original  $50,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  was  suggested  that 
we  add  the  words  “not  less  than  20  per¬ 
cent.”  But  that  would  have  permitted 
the  Secretary  to  insist  that  a  producer 
could  not  produce  more  than  5  percent; 
such  a  provision  would  have  given  the 
Secretary  unlimited  authority. 

We  provide  that  the  Secretary  can 
compel  a  reduction  by  as  much  as  20 
percent. 

I  think  everyone  agrees  that  if  we  are 
ever  to  get  out  of  the  terrible  morass  we 
are  in,  production  must  be  reduced  or 
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the  program  must  be  made  so  unattrac¬ 
tive  that  the  producers  will  not  par¬ 
ticipate  in  it. 

I  state  that  insofar  as  the  payment  of 
more  than  $50,000  is  concerned,  the 
amendment  meets  both  of  those  require¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  conferees  that  if  the 
conference  report  is  adopted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  wall  be 
bound  to  require  a  reduction  by  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  production  of  all  crops  which 
are  in  excess  supply  in  order  to  receive 
any  loan  in  excess  of  $50,000? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Unless  he  was  willing 
to  make  a  nonrecourse  loan. 

Mr.MUNDT.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  and  I  will  say 
that  if  the  option  in  (a)  is  utilized,  so 
far  as  the  principal  commodities — ■ 
wheat,  cotton,  and  corn — are  concern¬ 
ed — and  they  are  the  ones  that  are 
causing  us  trouble  now — I  would  con¬ 
sider  the  Secretary  to  be  derelict  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty  if  he  did  not 
require  a  reduction  of  the  full  amount 
of  20  percent. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  as  one  of 
the  conferees,  it  is  my  understanding 
and  my  hope  and  my  wish  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  would  require  a  reduction  of  20 
percent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Sup¬ 
pose  farmer  X  is  on  the  border  line,  and 
suppose  that  last  year  he  produced 
$55,000  worth  of  such  commodities.  In 
that  case  he  would  have  to  make  a  re¬ 
duction  of  20  percent,  which  would  give 
him  $44,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  So  he 
would  have  to  produce  less  than  would 
be  produced  by  a  farmer  who  the  prev¬ 
ious  year  produced  $49,000  worth. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct;  the 
provision  would  have  that  effect. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Was 
that  the  intention  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  that  would  be 
just  in  case  he  would  be  entitled  to  re¬ 
ceive  loan — but  not  if  he  produced 
only  $49,000  worth. 

Mr.  WILflIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
what  I  mean. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Nothing  in  the 
amendment  would  affect  in  any  way  a 
farmer  who  produced  less  than  $50,000 
worth — for  instance,  the  farmer  who 
produced  only  $49,000  worth.  There 
was  nothing  of  that  sort  in  the  bill  or 
in  the  amendment,  as  it  was  approved 
by  the  Senate,  when  the  matter  was  be¬ 
ing  considered  by  the  Senate. 

This  provision  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  touches  only  those  who  are  paid 
$50,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  When 
could  the  Secretary  make  such  a  deter¬ 
mination  under  the  law  with  respect  to 
crops? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  my  opinion  he 
would  issue  a  regulation  which  would 
be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  at 
the  same  time  that  he  announced  his 
loan  program — as  he  does  each  yeai;. 
At  that  time  he  would  make  his  find¬ 
ing  as  to  the  amount  that  a  producer 
would  have  to  reduce  his  production. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  At 
what  time  of  the  year  does  that  an¬ 
nouncement  usually  come? 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  At  different  times.  In 
the  case  of  cotton  that  is  marketed  in  the 
fall,  I  think  the  announcement  is  made 
sometime  late  in  the  spring,  it  varies  by 
commodities.  I  am  not  sure  as  to  wheat. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  On  the 
first  of  June. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  For  the  spring  wheat 
of  the  following  year? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  So  the  producer  would 
have  to  be  given  notice.  He  just  could 
not  be  required  to  reduce  his  production. 
These  producers  know  about  how  much 
they  have  been  producing,  and  they  know 
what  the  situation  is;  and  each  farmer 
knows  how  the  amendment  will  affect 
him.  The  Senate  need  not  worry  that 
the  farmers  will  not  understand  this  pro¬ 
vision,  because  it  does  not  deal  with  the 
small  farmers.  It  only  deals  with  those 
who  produce  more  than  $50,000  worth  of 
a  commodity;  and  such  a  farmer  knows 
about  as  much  about  the  regulations  of 
.the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  about 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  loan 
program  as  anyone  else  does,  because  his 
livelihood  depends  on  knowing. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  con¬ 
nection  with  the  proposed  20  percent  re¬ 
duction  of  production,  I  have  received 
this  comment  from  the  Department : 

While  the  provision  is  not  clear,  it  is  pre¬ 
sumed  the  measure  of  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion  would  be  in  terms  of  acreage  for  field 
crops  and  in  units  of  quantity  for  all  other 
commodities. 

What  is  the  intention  of  the  commit¬ 
tee? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  my  opinion  it 
should  be  in  production  units.  I  do  not 
think  we  are  going  to  get  anywhere  on 
acreage.  I  think  it  should  be  in  bushels 
or  pounds.  If  I  were  the  Secretary,  that 
would  be  my  view. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  asked 
the  Department  for  its  view.  I  have  a 
reply  signed  by  Mr.  Morse  under  today’s 
date.  I  read  again  his  comment  on  this 
particular  point.  He  says: 

While  the  provision  is  not  clear,  it  is  pre¬ 
sumed  the  measure  of  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion  would  be  in  terms  of  acreage  for  field 
crops  and  in  units  of  quantity  for  all  other 
commodities. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  the  construc¬ 
tion  the  Department  puts  on  it.  I  would 
not  have  construed  it  that  way,  but  the 
Secretary  so  construed  it.  It  is  still  a  20- 
percent  reduction  in  units  on  field  crops. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  the 
Senator’s  opinion,  does  the  language  in 
the  report  provide  differently? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No.  We  used  the 
word  “production”  deliberately,  because 
that  would  leave  it  up  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  define  the  word. 
It  must  be  remembered  we  are  dealing 
with  22  different  commodities.  It  is  very 
easy  by  looking  at  the  great  glut  in 
wheat  to  be  swept  away  and  to  say,  “We 
are  going  to  legislate  to  do  away  with 
that  glut,”  but  when  we  legislate  in  the 
field  of  agriculture  we  are  dealing  with 
such  commodities  as  rice,  barley,  oats, 
dairy  products,  peanuts — 22  or  more  dif¬ 
ferent  commodities.  So  we  left  it  up  to 
the  Secretary,  by  giving  him  the  author¬ 
ity  to  define  the  term  and  prescribe  the 
proper  regulations.  I  hope  he  makes  it 
either  on  a  bushel  or  pound  basis;  but 


if  he  does  not,  he  has  the  right  to  con¬ 
strue  it  as  he  chooses. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  area  I  represent  probably  grows 
the  most  diversified  crops  of  any  area 
in  the  United  States.  We  grow  prac¬ 
tically  every  field  crop  except  tobacco 
and  cotton.  Many  of  those  products  are 
price  supported,  including  oats,  barley, 
rice,  and  soybeans.  Although  some  of 
them  have  very  low  price  supports,  we 
get  into  a  very  complicated  situation  if 
we  provide  only  one  description  for  all  of 
them. 

I  may  say  I  was  not  at  all  satisfied  with 
the  compromise  which  was  accepted,  but 
I  think  it  was  the  best  possible  com¬ 
promise  the  Senate  could  have  obtained 
from  the  House.  The  House  conferees 
were  perfectly  willing  to  stand  on  their 
amendment,  which  was  practically 
meaningless.  Those  of  us  who  believe 
in  a  limitation  on  price  supports  that 
any  one  individual  can  receive  think  this 
is  far  better  than  the  House  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  At  the  outset  of  the 
conference  the  House  conferees  did  in¬ 
sist  on  the  House  amendment  very 
vigorously.  If  the  chairman  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  had  been  representing  only  the 
Senator  from  Georgia,  he  would  have  ac¬ 
cepted  their  amendment;  but  he  felt 
duty  bound  to  get  something  which  ap¬ 
proximated,  as  nearly  as  possible,  what 
the  Senate  had  done. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Following  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  intention  of  the  legislation 
and  the  meaning  of  the  words  “produc¬ 
tion  in  terms  of  units  or  acreage,”  I 
should  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  the  fact  that, 
in  the  first  place,  the  letter  does  not 
come  from  the  Solicitor  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  who  will  finally 
render  the  Department’s  opinion.  This 
was  a  hasty  opinion  which  Mr.  Morse  had 
to  make,  because  he  had  less  than  24 
hours  in  which  to  make  it. 

The  language  of  the  letter  contains 
the  word  “presumably.”  He  does  not  say 
that  “with  finality,  we  have  made  this 
decision.”  By  reading  the  letter,  one 
gets  the  implication  which  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  suggested.  The  lan¬ 
guage  is  in  terms  of  units.  It  uses  the 
word  “production,”  not  commodity. 
That  means  unit.  It  states  that  “the 
limitation  would  not  apply  to  a  person 
who  reduces  his  production  of  the  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  below  1959  pToduction 
by  such  percentage  not  to  exceed  20  per¬ 
cent  as  the  Secretary”  determines  to 
bring  into  production — that  means  har¬ 
vest — in  line  with  the  needs  to  meet  the 
domestic  supply,  and  so  forth. 

I  think  that  as  the  Solicitor  considers 
the  language  he  will  give  to  it  the  in¬ 
terpretation  which  has  been  given  to  it 
by  the  Senator  from  Georgia,  namely, 
that  weight  will  be  given  to  the  inter¬ 
pretation  and  meaning  in  the  conference 
report. 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  Let  me  state  that  I 
wholeheartedly  agree  with  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
When  this  language  was  urged  by  the 
conferees,  it  was  stated  they  wished  to 
use  the  particular  word  so  the  Secretary 
could  deal  with  the  question  in  terms  of 
pounds  or  bushels.  I  think  this  language 
was  an  invitation  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  consider  it  that  way  and 
deal  with  the  question  in  terms  of 
pounds)  bushels,  or  such  production 
units,  rather  than  by  acreage.  We  have 
seen  again  and  again  and  again  that  a 
mere  reduction  in  acreage  does  not  in 
all  instances  reduce  production. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Are  we 
to  understand  that  if  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  accepted  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
conferees  to  contend  that  the  Secretary 
should  interpret  it  to  mean  that  no 
farmer  or  individual  or  corporation  or 
person,  as  defined  in  the  bill,  is  eligible 
for  a  loan  in  excess  of  $50,000  unless  it 
can  be  shown  that  he  has  reduced  his 
production  by  20  percent? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  undoubtedly 
my  intention. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  precisely  it,  and 
it  is  as  clear  as  it  can  be  stated  in  brief 
legislative  language. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  I  will  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  if  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  through. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  he  is  through. 

On  June  2  I  explained  to  the  Senate 
that  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Appropriations  bill  limiting  to  $50,000 
the  amount  of  price  support  which  any 
person  may  receive  on  all  of  his  1960 
production  of  any  agricultural  commod¬ 
ity  is  impossible  of  administration  in  the 
case  of  the  dairy  price  support  program. 
I  pointed  out  at  that  time  that  dairy 
farmers  market  milk  and  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  does  not  pur¬ 
chase  or  make  loans  on  milk.  As  re¬ 
quired  by  law,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  supports  the  price  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  milk  and  butterfat  through  the 
purchase  of  products  thereof;  namely, 
butter,  cheese,  and  nonfat  dry  milk. 
These  purchases  are  made  from  dealers 
and  manufacturers  in  carload  lots,  and 
it  matters  not  at  all  whether  the  prod¬ 
ucts  originate  from  one  plant  or  another, 
or  whether  the  products  are  made  from 
the  milk  of  one  group  of  farmers  or  an¬ 
other.  Milk  delivered  by  farmers  is  com¬ 
mingled  at  the  plant  where  it  is  proc¬ 
essed.  The  products  made  from  the  milk 
may  be  sold  to  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  or  they  may  be  sold  in  the 
market.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  merely  stands  ready  to  purchase 
products  of  milk  in  an  amount  necessary 
to  support  the  price  for  all  producers. 
The  identity  of  the  farmers  whose  milk 
is  purchased  as  products  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  lost  and  is  of  no 
consequence. 

Many  small  plants  cannot  assemble 
carload  lots  for  sale  to  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  but  forward  less  than  car¬ 
load  lots  to  assemblers  or  other  han¬ 
dlers  who  may  sell  to  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  as  well  as  to  the  trade.  Un¬ 
der  these  circumstances  it  would  be  im¬ 


possible  and  not  important  to  determine 
the  amount  of  price  support  extended 
to  any  participating  farmer  through  the 
purchase  of  dairy  products  under  the 
dairy  price  support  program.  For  this 
reason,  I  explained  on  June  2  that  it  was 
essential  that  an  exception  to  the  limita¬ 
tion  be  made  where  price  support  is  ex¬ 
tended  to  purchases  of  a  product  of  an 
agricultural  commodity  from  processors 
and  dealers,  and  there  is  no  practicable 
way  or  need  to  apply  such  a  limitation. 

At  that  time  I  suggested  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  to  provide  this  exemption,  and  at 
that  time  I  was  given  to  understand  by 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  that  this  mat¬ 
ter  would  be  studied  and  considered  by 
the  conference  committee  of  which  he 
served  as  chairman. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  I  went 
further  than  that.  I  assured  the  Sen¬ 
ator  I  would  endeavor,  to  the  best  of 
my  ability,  to  work  it  out;  and  I  did. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  purpose  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  George  was  entirely  clear  at 
the  time.  I  am  not  questioning  that 
he  did  everything  in  his  power  to  make 
the  conference  report  clear. 

The  conference  report  did  not  adopt 
the  specific  language  which  I  had  sug¬ 
gested.  It  would  appear  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  price  support  limitation  as 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  would  be 
applicable  to  producers  of  commodities 
which  maintain  their  identity  as  farm 
commodities  and  to  producers  whose 
identity  as  owners  of  the  commodity  can 
be  maintained  until  the  commodity  is 
acquired  by  CCC.  It  is  evident  that  in 
cases  where  the  identity  of  the  producer 
and  the  identity  of  the  commodity  is  not 
maintained  as  in  the  marketing  of  dairy 
products  that  the  conferees’  language 
regarding  limitation  of  payments  cannot 
be  applied,  and  therefore  is  not  intended 
to  be  so  applied. 

I  would  ask  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  conferees,  to 
tell  me  if  I  am  correct  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  as  finally  reported  exempts  this 
type  of  price  support  operation  from  the 
$50,000  limitation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  conferees — 
and  I  am  confident  it  is  the  effect  of  the 
language — to  exempt  from  the  limitation 
any  price  supports  which  are  the  result 
of  purchases  from  persons  other  than 
the  producers  of  the  commodities. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  say  that  any  other  interpreta¬ 
tion  placed  upon  the  legislation  would 
not  be  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Not  only  would  it  not 
be  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  but  in  my  opinion  it  would  be 
farfetched  and  completely  unjustified  by 
the  plain  language  of  the  provision. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do 
not  disagree  with  the  intent  as  ex¬ 
pressed;  however,  I  think  we  should  put 
into  the  Record  the  interpretation 


which  the  Department  places  upon  this 
point.  I  think  the  Department’s  inter¬ 
pretation  is  most  important.  I  read 
from  the  letter  I  received  from  the  De¬ 
partment  wherein  they  comment  upon 
this  point: 

Where  price  support  Is  extended  by  pur¬ 
chases  of  a  product  of  an  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  from  persons  other  than  a  producer 
the  limit  does  not  apply  to  the  purchases  or 
loans  to  such  person  but  does  apply  to  the 
amount  of  price  support  extended  to  the 
producer  through  such  person.  Presumably, 
this  provision  was  inserted  to  facilitate  the 
conduct  of  such  programs  as  the  dairy  and 
cottonseed  price  support  programs.  It 
would  have  the  opposite  effect,  since  it 
would  make  it  impossible  to  operate  such 
programs.  It  is  impossible  to  determine  the 
amount  of  price  support  that  has  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  any  particular  farmer  with  re¬ 
spect  to  dairy  products  or  with  respect  to 
cottonseed  through  purchases  of  or  loans  to 
persons  other  than  the  producers  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  In  this  connection 
there  is  attached  a  copy  of  the  hearings 
held  by  the  Appropriations  Committee  on 
June  9,  1959,  which  contain  on  pages  31  and 
32  the  Secretary’s  letter  of  June  12,  1959,  to 
Representative  Whitten  concerning  this 
matter. 

I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  review 
the  hearings  to  which  reference  is  made ; 
however,  there  does  seem  to  be  a  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion. 

The  Department  has  given  an  opin¬ 
ion  what  we  grant  was  a  hasty  analysis 
of  the  amendment.  When  I  called  the 
Department  around  9:30  or  10  o’clock 
this  morning  they  had  not  seen  a  copy 
of  the  conference  report.  They  had  to 
review  it  very  quickly.  Again  I  quote 
from  the  Department’s  interpretation  of 
the  amendment,  “It  would  have  the  op¬ 
posite  effect,  since  it  would  make  it  im¬ 
possible  to  operate  such  a  program.” 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
whose  sincerity  I  certainly  do  not  ques¬ 
tion  when  he  gives  his  answers  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  can  explain  this 
point  further.  I  am  disturbed  by  this 
conflict  in  interpretations.  I  wonder  if 
it  would  not  be  advisable  to  let  this  con¬ 
ference  report  go  over  until  tomorrow 
so  that  we  could  have  more  time  to 
study  it  and  so  that  we  couiS  give  the 
Secretary  opportunity  to  call  in  his  legal 
counsel  for  a  careful  analysis  of  the 
amendment? 

We  do  not  want  to  agree  to  an 
amendment  which  is  going  to  be  un¬ 
workable.  We  do  not  want  to  adopt  an 
amendment  which  will  nullify  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress.  Nor  do  we  want  to 
adopt  an  amendment  which  is  full  of 
loopholes.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  no  such  intention.  I  do  not 
for  a  moment  suggest  that  he  has.  I 
simply  ask  if  the  Senator  would,  with¬ 
out  prejudice  at  all  to  the  conference 
report,  agree  to  let  it  go  over  until  to¬ 
morrow.  By  that  time  we  could  have  a 
clear  interpretation  and  a  report  from 
the  Department. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  to  say  that  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  necessity  for  the  report  going  over 
until  tomorrow.  I  think  it  would  be  a 
great  mistake  for  the  Senate  not  to 
agree  to  the  report.  If  we  open  up  the 
amendment  and  send  it  back  to  confer¬ 
ence,  or  to  the  other  body,  for  my  part 
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I  will  not  assume  any  responsibility  for 
the  kind  of  provision  we  may  bring  back 
to  the  Senate  the  next  time. 

Let  me  invite  the  Senator’s  attention 
to  subparagraph  (4)  of  the  amendment. 
No  one  seems  to  have  paid  any  atten¬ 
tion  to  that.  In  this  subparagraph  we 
try  to  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  authority  to  do  whatever  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  the  amendment  function, 
when  we  say: 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  Issue 
regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  de¬ 
termines  necessary  to  carry  out  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  very  purpose  of  that  language 
was  to  make  it  a  workable  provision. 

Mr.  WIT  LIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  De¬ 
partment  in  its  reply  recognized  the  in¬ 
tent,  but  they  questioned  the  language. 
In  this  letter  they  continued - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Who  signed  the  let¬ 
ter? 

Mi-.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
True  Morse. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  Mr.  Morse  came  to  that  conclu¬ 
sion  as  a  result  of  his  own  study  of  the 
amendment,  or  whether  the  conclusion 
was  handed  to  him  by  some  attorney 
whose  nose  was  out  of  joint  because  the 
conferees  did  not  use  the  identical  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  conference  report  he  had 
prepared  and  sent  to  us. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
sure  that  Mr.  Morse  did  his  best  to  inter¬ 
pret  the  language  of  the  report.  I  want 
to  make  sure  we  know  what  we  are  doing 
in  this  connection. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  will  say,  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned,  it  is  my  judg¬ 
ment  we  had  better  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  now.  If  there  is  any  question 
about  the  matter,  or  if  the  Secretary  can 
get  a  lawyer  who  will  find  some  hin¬ 
drance  to  the  program,  it  will  be  much 
safer  to  enact  a  joint  resolution  to  clarify 
it  than  to  send  the  report  back  to  con- 
f  croricG 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  I  should  like 
to  ask  another  question. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  clari¬ 
fication  of  intent  will  be  necessary,  but  if 
the  Secretary  does  by  some  strange  con¬ 
struction  reach  that  conclusion,  it  could 
be  better  handled  that  way. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  I  should  like 
to  ask  a  question  in  connection  with  the 
$50,000  limitation.  I  am  fearful  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  conference  report  will  not 
have  the  effect  which  the  Senate  in¬ 
tended. 

Specifically,  I  refer  to  the  exceptions 
which  are  placed  in  the  conference 
amendment.  The  conference  report  first 
spells  out  there  shall  be  a  $50,000  limi¬ 
tation  on  any  one  commodity  and  then 
adds  “unless”. 

Subparagraph  (a)  provides  for  a  re¬ 
duction  of  production  of  not  to  exceed 
20  percent,  as  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  Continuing  I  refer  to  subpara¬ 
graph  (b),  which  says: 

Or  such  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all 
amounts  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for 


any  agricultural  commodity  within  12 
months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such 
funds  or  at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine. ' 

Under  that  latter  exception,  subpara¬ 
graph  (b) ,  do  I  correctly  understand  that 
if  a  person  has,  let  us  say,  a  million  dol¬ 
lars’  worth  of  wheat,  cotton,  or  any  other 
crop,  he  can  apply  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  a  million  dollar  loan  and 
if  he  agrees  in  advance  to  the  repayment 
of  all  but  $50,000,  the  Secretary  would  be 
obligated  to  grant  him  the  full  loan?  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  I  think  that  is 
correct.  That  would  be  correct,  if  the 
person  were  entitled  to  a  loan  under 
existing  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
right.  If  the  person  has  complied  with 
the  quotas. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Even 
though  he  had  not  reduced  his  produc¬ 
tion  20  percent. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  That 
is  in  the  disjunctive;  it  is  “or.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
“or”  and  not  “and.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Either  one,  yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Under 
the  exception  in  subparagraph  (b)  he 
would  not  have  to  comply  with  the  20 
percent  provision? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Instead 
he  could  agree  to  the  repayment  of  all 
but  $50,000,  and  under  such  circum¬ 
stances  the  limit  would  not  apply. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Assum¬ 
ing  that  the  person  elected  to  take  the 
loan  under  subparagraph  (b),  and  the 
loan,  we  will  say,  was  for  a  million  dol¬ 
lars,  what  collateral  would  the  person  be 
required  to  put  up? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  He  would  be  required 
to  put  up  a  million  dollars’  worth  of  the 
commodity,  as  is  true  under  existing  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Very 
well.  Let  us  assume  the  person  puts  up  a 
million  dollars’  worth  of  cotton  or  of 
wheat.  For  collateral  purposes  that 
would  be  appraised  at  the  full  support 
price,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  would  come  into 
the  loan  under  whatever  support  price 
had  been  fixed  for  a  commodity  of  that 
quality  and  of  that  grade. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Now,  let 
us  assume  that  the  loan  has  been  made 
and  that  there  has  been  no  cutback  of 
production.  The  loan  has  been  made  for 
a  million  dollars  on  cotton,  we  will  say, 
and  the  farmer  has  agreed  to  repay  all 
but  $50,000.  The  Government  has  as 
collateral  a  million  dollars’  worth  of  cot¬ 
ton  at  tl)e  support  loan  price. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
maturity  date  of  the  loan  1  year  after¬ 
ward  arrives.  Cotton  is  selling,  let  us 
say,  at  75  percent  of  the  support  price, 
and  the  farmer  says,  “I  do  not  have  the 
money  to  pay.”  Under  this  provision, 
does  the  Government  have  any  collateral 
other  than  the  cotton? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No.  The  Government 
has  no  collateral  other  than  the  cotton. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No  col¬ 
lateral  other  than  the  cotton. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  understand  the 
situation,  the  Government  would  be  in 
exactly  the  same  position  that  a  private 
lender  would  be.  The  Government  would 
proceed  to  sell  the  cotton  and  would  ap¬ 
ply  the  amount  received  to  the  loan,  and 
then  would  sue  the  man  who  had  taken 
the  loan  for  the  difference. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
what  I  am  interested  in.  Are  we  to  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  Government  would 
have  as  collateral  not  only  the  crop  but 
also  the  signature  of  the  farmer  which 
would  include  all  his  assets? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Government 
would  be  just  as  well  off  as  a  bank  would 
be,  if  they  loaned  the  money,  under  my 
construction  of  this  language. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  yield  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  If  the  fanner  had 
formed  a  corporation  which  had  no  as¬ 
sets  except  the  cotton,  then  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  out  of  luck? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  basic  law  does  not 
permit  that,  I  will  say  to  the  Senator. 
The  farmer  has  to  qualify  for  the  loan 
under  the  basic  law,  which  gives  him  a 
cotton  quota.  Of  course,  if  the  man  is 
insolvent  the  Government  could  not  col¬ 
lect  the  money,  whether  the  loan  is  to 
an  individual  or  to  a  corporation.  I 
agree  with  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  This  language  was 
put  in  the  bill  for  a  number  of  reasons, 
not  the  least  of  which  is  that  although 
the  Government  may  lose  a  few  thousand 
dollars  under  this  provision,  or  may  even 
lose  $2  or  $3  million,  the  effect  will  be 
very  severe  if  we  do  not  adopt  this  pro¬ 
vision.  The  supply  of  agricultural  cred¬ 
its  through  private  channels  has  all  but 
vanished  in  this  country.  Farmers  have 
done  all  their  borrowing  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  If  we  cut  them  off,  they  are 
going  to  be  compelled  to  throw  their 
commodities  on  the  market,  which  will 
break  the  prices,  and  the  Government 
will  lose  money  on  the  loans  under 
$50,000.  The  Government  may  lose 
some  money  under  this  provision,  be¬ 
cause  there  will  be  some  instances  in 
which  some  men  will  fail.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  will  not  lose  a  great  deal  by  it,  and 
it  will  at  least  give  the  fanners  a  chance 
to  get  back  into  the  commercial  banking 
channels,  something  which  is  not  gener¬ 
ally  available  to  them  today. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  borrower  de¬ 
faulted  on  his  loan  to  an  extent  of  more 
than  $50,000,  would  he  be  eligible  for 
a  loan  the  following  year? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  I  cannot  answer. 
That  is  a  question  which  has  not  previ¬ 
ously  been  raised  with  me,  and  I  had  not 
thought  about  it.  I  would  not  tjfink  he 
would  be,  but  there  should  be  some  way 
to  cover  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understood,  when  the 
matter  was  discussed  at  one  time,  that  if 
the  borrower  defaulted  he  would  not  be 
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eligible  for  a  loan  the  following  year.  I 
do  not  know  what  the  conference  report 
says  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  reason  that  ques¬ 
tion  did  not  arise  was  that  under  the 
language  of  the  provision  this  limitation 
has  been  for  the  1960  crops,  and  is  not 
permanent  legislation.  We  simply  did 
not  deal  with  that  matter.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  lose  a  little  something,  but 
it  will  not  lose  much  in  that  way. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Government  has 
a  legal  claim  against  whatever  assets  the 
man  may  possess.  I  will  admit  that 
farmers  are  going  broke  mighty  fast, 
but  most  of  the  farmers  who  are  going 
broke  produce  less  than  $50,000  a  year. 
When  we  are  considering  the  farmers 
who  make  $50,000  or  more,  most  of  them 
have  other  assets. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  I  understand 
this  particular  feature  of  the  conference 
report,  an  attempt  was  made,  first,  to 
make  the  $50,000  limitation  effective,  at 
least  in  terms  of  possible  loss  to  the 
Government.  If  vast  amounts  of  com¬ 
modities  are  dumped  on  the  market 
without  the  $50,000  limitation  apply¬ 
ing,  it  tends  to  lower  the  market  price. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  does. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Which,  in  turn, 
lowers  the  value  of  the  stocks  in  the 
Government  inventory. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  effort  is  made 
to  have  a  $50,000  crop  loan  limitation 
with  respect  to  any  crop  in  the  crop  year 
of  1960,  a  one-year  trial  period,  \mless 
the  producer  reduces  his  production  by 
20  percent.  That  is  one  of  the  first 
provisos. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Then  he  can  get 
whatever  loan  the  present  law  entitles 
him  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  he  can  get  a 
$50,000  loan,  in  terms  of  the  limitation 
which  will  apply  upon  $50,000  worth  of 
the  1960  crop;  and  he  can  get  an  addi¬ 
tional  loan  for  a  12-month  period,  but 
he  must  pay  back  everything  over  and 
above  the  $50,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  He  is  just  as  liable  for 
everything  above  $50,000  as  though  he 
had  borrowed  from  a  bank.  He  is  liable 
to  the  extent  of  everything  he  has. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  collateral  is 
the  commodity  on  which  he  takes  the 
loan. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  he  does  not  re¬ 
pay  the  loan,  the  Government  can  fore¬ 
close,  so  to  speak 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  has  that  authority 
under  existing  law.  It  can  also  sue. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  can  sue  for  any 
amounts  not  reclaimed  from  the  sale  of 
the  commodity. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  make  one 
point  clear.  I  listened  to  the  colloquy 
between  the  Senator  from  Georgia  and 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  with  respect 
to  part  3  of  the  proviso,  which  was  in  dis¬ 


agreement,  and  upon  which  the  House 
has  acted.  I  refer  to  the  language: 

In  the  case  of  any  loan  to  or  purchase  from 
a  cooperative  marketing  organization — 

And  so  forth.  I  do  not  want  the  Rec¬ 
ord  to  be  beclouded  or  confused  by  the 
letter  from  True  Morse. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  hope  the  legislative 
intent  will  not  be  confused  with  a  letter 
from  Time  Morse. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  exactly 
what  I  am  getting  at.  Mr.  Morse  is  en¬ 
titled  to  his  opinion.  He  is  entitled  to 
have  it  put  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord.  Other  items  of  less  value — although 
that  is  dubious — have  been  put  in  the 
Congressional  Record. 

The  fact  is  that  the  legislative  history 
of  a  proviso  of  law  is  made  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  not  by  the  administrative  of¬ 
ficial  at  this  stage.  As  I  understand  the 
legislative  history  of  this  particular  con¬ 
ference  report,  it  is  to  the  effect  that  the 
$50,000  limitation  does  not  apply  where 
there  are  direct  purchases  from  market¬ 
ing  or  cooperative  organizations,  involv¬ 
ing  transactions  wherein  the  commodi¬ 
ties  are  commingled  and  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  the  amount  any  one  pro¬ 
ducer  put  into  the  general  accumulation 
or  supply  of  the  marketing  or  coopera¬ 
tive  organization.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  my  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  language.  As  one  of  the 
conferees  who  labored  long  and  diligently 
for  many  hours,  that  was  the  objective 
I  was  seeking. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  we  must 
nail  that  objective  down,  because  with¬ 
out  it  the  letter  that  has  been  referred 
to  in  all  good  faith  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams! 
could  lend  itself  to  a  considerable 
amount  of  confusion.  I  think  we  need 
to  establish  the  rules  of  legislative  pro¬ 
cedure.  While  it  is  very  desirable  to 
get  the  attitude  of  the  administrative 
officer  in  relation  to  a  proviso  in  a  bill 
before  it  becomes  law,  once  it  is  estab¬ 
lished  as  law  by  official  action  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress,  the  legislative  in¬ 
tent  and  the  meaning  of  the  legislation 
is  what  Members  of  Congress  establish 
as  the  meaning  of  the  legislation,  rather 
than  any  document  which  may  come 
before  us  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
law. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Any  construction  Mr. 
Morse  may  put  upon  the  language  is 
after  the  event,  and  without  any  knowl¬ 
edge  whatever  of  legislative  intent. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  seems  to  me  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken! 
made  clear  in  his  statement  today,  as 
he  did  in  connection  with  the  previous 
legislative  history  relating  to  our  action 
in  the  Senate,  the  intent,  the  purpose, 
and  the  objective  of  the  limitation,  and 
its  lack  of  application  to  cooperative 
marketing  organizations. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  hawe 
the  Senator’s  interpretation  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  as  applied  to  price  support  ad¬ 
vances  extended  through  cooperatives  to 
tobacco  farmers.  As  the  Senator  knows. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds 


are  loaned  to  tobacco  cooperatives, 
which  pledge  the  tobacco  as  collateral 
until  it  is  sold.  The  cooperatives — or  to¬ 
bacco  “pools”  as  they  are  called — in  turn 
extend  to  farmers  the  price  support  ad¬ 
vances.  I  know  that  in  Kentucky  no 
burley  producer  has  received  a  price 
support  advance  approaching  $50,000 — • 
and  I  am  informed  that  there  is  no 
recent  case  anywhere  else — but  that  is 
unimportant  to  my  question. 

My  question  is  this :  Is  there  any  limi¬ 
tation  intended  by  this  language  with 
respect  to  the  loans  made  to  tobacco 
cooperatives  which,  in  turn,  make  price 
support  advances  to  the  tobacco 
growers? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  None  whatever. 
From  the  beginning,  in  the  Senate 
committee,  we  have  excluded  them,  as 
legal  entities,  from  the  operation  of  any 
of  these  limitations. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  language  which 
has  been  interpreted  during  the  debate 
has  nothing  to  do  with  tobacco  pools  or 
marketing  cooperatives? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  authority  of  the  cooperatives. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  What  would  be  the 
limitation  on  a  farmer  who  had  not 
raised  the  particular  crop  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year?  Would  he  be  able  to  ob¬ 
tain  as  large  a  loan  as  he  desired? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  he  did  not  have  an 
allotment  for  the  previous  year,  he  could 
not  have  grown  the  crop. 

Mr.  KEATING.  He  must  have  an 
allotment? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  cannot  say  that  that 
would  be  true  with  respect  to  every  one 
of  these  commodities,  but  it  would  apply 
to  those  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
in  surplusr  supply.  It  would  apply  to 
corn,  wheat,  and  cotton,  and  they  are 
the  commodities  on  which  a  large  per¬ 
cent  of  the  loans  have  already  been 
extended. 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  leads  up  to  the 
next  question.  Let  us  leave  out  of  con¬ 
sideration  the  weather  or  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  the  land  for  crops.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  if  a  farmer  raised  less  than 
20  percent — or  such  amount  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  might  fix — less  this 
year  than  last  year-,  could  he  get  an  un¬ 
limited  loan? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  word  “produc¬ 
tion”  is  a  good  word,  rather  than  “acre¬ 
age.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  I  venture  to 
say  that  this  provision  would  be  used 
sparingly  by  producers.  It  applies  only 
to  those  who  produce  above  $50,000 
worth.  The  great  farm  factories  are 
not  going  to  cut  production  back  in 
order  to  obtain  these  loans. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Suppose  a  corporate 
f aimer  reduced  his  production  20  per¬ 
cent,  and  thereby  was  eligible  to  borrow. 
$1  million  and  then  planted  20  percent 
of  the  land  which  he  did  not  put  into 
cotton  in  peanuts,  rice,  tobacco,  or  some 
other  crop.  What  would  stop  him  from 
getting  an  unlimited  loan  on  those  com¬ 
modities? 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  three  commodi¬ 
ties  the  Senator  has  named  are  all  un¬ 
der  very  strict  quotas.  Land  which  has 
an  acreage  quota  of  tobacco  or  rice  is 
worth  five  or  six  times  more  than  simi¬ 
lar  acreage  alongside  it.*  The  farmer 
could  not  plant  it  to  any  of  the  crops 
named.  Those  commodities  are  under 
strict  quotas. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  With 
the  exception  of  wheat.  Anyone  can 
plant  wheat  up  to  15  acres. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Let  us  shift  the  ques¬ 
tion  to  wheat. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  would  issue  some  regula¬ 
tions  which  would  control  that  situation. 
We  have  some  legislation  now  with,  re¬ 
spect  to  all  the  commodities  that  are  un¬ 
der  supports.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  a  member  of  the  standing 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
Some  time  ago  the  Senate  passed  a  bill 
which  would  have  prevented  a  man  from 
reducing  his  acreage  in  corn  and  plant¬ 
ing  it  to  sorghum,  rye,  or  oats.  Did  that 
bill  ever  become  a  law? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Not  to 
my  knowledge.  There  is  no  requirement 
for  cross-compliance  now. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Under  this  amend¬ 
ment,  as  I  read  it,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  could  only  issue  regulations 
prescribing  rules  within  the  four  walls 
of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Is  it  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  would  have  authority,  under  the 
present  amendment,  to  issue  regulations 
which  would  prevent  the  use  of  the  land 
taken  out  in  order  to  reach  the  20  per¬ 
cent  figure,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a 
big  loan  on  that  land? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  confident  that 
the  Secretary  would  have  authority  to 
limit  a  person  with  respect  to  any  com¬ 
modity  which  was  under  quota,  but  I  do 
not  believe  a  farmer  could  be  denied  the 
right  to  plant  the  other  20  percent  of 
his  land  to  some  other  commodity. 

The  Senator  understands  that  only 
certain  commodities  are  under  quotas. 
I  think  that  if  a  farmer,  under  that 
provision,  were  to  take  5C0  acres  out  of 
production,  he  could  plant  it  to  alfalfa 
or  hay,  or  he  could  plant  up  to  15  acres 
to  wheat  if  he  had  not  already  planted 
any  wheat.  He  could  not  plant  it  in 
tobacco  or  rice  or  any  of  the  other 
quota  crops.  He  could  plant  it  to  some 
other  commodity  for  sale. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Of  course,  the  land 
should  be  made  useful.  There  would 
be  no  objection  in  planting  it  in  crops 
he  could  sell.  But  the  Senator  is  clear 
in  his  own  mind,  is  he - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  clear  in  my  own 
mind  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  have  the  authority  to  prevent  him 
from  planting  the  land  to  any  commod¬ 
ity  which  is  now  under  quota. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  get 
back  to  the  question  of  limitations  on 
loans,  let  us  assume  that  a  farmer  forms 


a  corporation,  then  elects  not  to  cut 
back  20  percent  but  to  plant  the  whole 
quota.  Under  paragraph  (b)  he  is  eligi¬ 
ble,  then,  for  any  amount  of  loans — a 
million  dollars  or  whatever  it  may  be — 
on  each  and  every  commodity  subject 
only,  as  I  understand  it,  to  the  promise 
that  he  will  agree  at  the  end  of  the  year 
to  pay  his  loan  down  to  $50,000  limita¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  that  is 
correct 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  My 
question  is  this:  Suppose  this  operator 
who  is  producing  around  a  million  or  a 
million  and  a  half  dollars  of  wheat  or 
cotton  a  year  forms  this  corporation 
with  practically  no  assets.  The  corpo¬ 
ration  produces  a  million  or  a  million 
and  a  half  dollars’  worth  of  cotton.  It 
borrows  the  money  but  at  the  end  of  the 
year  is  in  default  on  the  loan  due  to  the 
fact  that  the  price  of  cotton  is  lower 
than  the  support  price.  That  is  all  the 
Government  could  collect,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  suggested  a  set  of 
facts  which  are  very  highly  unlikely  to 
occur. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
using  that  as  a  hypothetical  case. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  the  event  that 
happened,  I  am  not  certain  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  not  have 
the  authority,  provided  under  subsec¬ 
tion  4,  to  deny  the  loan. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
suppose  the  loan  had  already  been 
made.  At  the  time  the  loan  was  made 
the  Department  would  not  know  that 
it  was  not  going  to  be  paid  off. 

Suppose  the  loan  had  been  made  at 
the  full  support  price.  The  farmer  now 
has  a  million-and-a-half-dollar  loan. 
When  it  comes  time  to  pay  off  the  loan 
the  market  price  of  the  commodity  is 
about  half  the  value.  He  forfeits  the 
loan,  and  the  Government  takes  the 
crops — wheat  or  corn.  Is  that  not 
about  all  the  Government  could  get? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  all  depends  on  what 
commodities  the  man  has.  The  Senator 
talks  about  a  million  and  a  half  dollars 
worth  of  commodities,  as  though  they 
were  scattered  all  over  the  country.  I  do 
not  know  how  many  there  are. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  We  do 
not  have  a  single  producer  of  that  kind 
in  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  know  of  one 
in  my  State  whose  production  comes 
anywhere  near  a  million  and  a  half  dol¬ 
lars. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
there  are  such  corporations.  Loans  of 
this  size  have  been  made  in  the  past. 
Suppose  the  farmer  places  his  operations 
under  corporation  X.  He  would  still 
be  eligible  under  this  provision  for  the 
full  loan  provided  he  agreed  to  pay  back 
all  but  $50,000.  But  the  agreement  to 
pay  it  back  would  be  by  the  corporation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  One  of  the  first  things 
my  instructors  tried  to  teach  me  in  law 
school  was  that  if  anything  was  con¬ 
nected  with  fraud,  everything  relating  to 
it  was  tainted  with  fraud  and  was  to  be 
avoided. 

If  there  were  a  borrower  of  a  million 
and  a  half  dollars,  I  am  sure  the  people 


would  be  talking  about  him,  not  only  in 
the  county  where  he  lived  but  in  the  8 
adjoining  counties.  I  do  not  believe  he 
could  possibly  get  in  under  the  loan  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  WILLLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
not  an  attorney.  I  am  asking  this  ques¬ 
tion  for  information.  As  I  understand, 
there  would  not  be  any  question  of  fraud 
if  a  farmer  at  the  beginning  of  the  crop 
year  formed  a  corporation  and  placed  all 
his  farm  operations  under  that  corpo¬ 
ration,  then  raised  his  crops  putting 
them  under  a  Government  loan  with  the 
Government  accepting  these  crops  as 
collateral.  I  do  not  see  how  that  could 
be  a  case  of  fraud. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  What  would  the 
farmer  produce? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Assume 
he  just  leased  the  land. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  may  be.  I  do  not 
contend  that  in  the  4  days  we  spent  in 
conference  on  the  bill  we  have  drawn  a 
provision  which  will  completely  elimi¬ 
nate  any  possibility  that  some  criminal 
might  not  attempt  to  defraud  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Is  it  the 
interpretation  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  that  such  an  operation  would 
be  criminal? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  in  my  opinion 
it  would  be.  If  a  man,  with  knowledge 
of  the  law,  simply  unloaded  on  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  without  having  any  assets,  it 
would,  in  my  opinion,  be  criminal. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  his 
assets  are  the  crops  he  produces,  and 
if  the  Government  makes  a  loan  and  ac¬ 
cepts  as  collateral  those  assets - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  might  be,  but  a 
farmer  does  not  produce  a  million  and 
a  half  dollars  worth  of  any  commodity 
today  without  having  a  great  many  as¬ 
sets.  He  has  to  have  assets  to  be  able 
to  borrow  money  with  which  to  buy  fer¬ 
tilizer.  He  has  to  have  assets  some¬ 
where  with  which  to  buy  tractors,  plows, 
and  harvesting  machines. 

A  fly-by-nighter  who  intends  to  con¬ 
nive  and  lease  a  little  land  here  and 
there  and  then  attempt  to  get  a  million- 
and-a-half-dollar  loan  will  have  to  have 
a  large  sum  of  money  with  which  to  do 
it.  Then  he  will  have  to  get  rid  of  all 
the  tractors,  on  every  one  of  which  the 
Government  could  get  an  attachment. 
The  leasehold  itself  would  be  liable  to 
a  judgment. 

While  as  a  matter  of  theory  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  is  correct ;  as  a  prac¬ 
tical  matter  it  would  be  impossible  to 
produce  a  million  and  a  half  dollars 
worth  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
have  nothing  else  but  the  shirt  and 
breeches  he  travels  with. 

He  could  have  the  assets  in  his  own 
name  and  lease  them  to  the  corporation. 

When  I  was  a  lawyer — I  managed  to 
make  a  living  as  a  lawyer  for  about  11 
years  before  I  was  elected  Governor  of 
my  State — we  often  heard  of  instances 
where  a  man  borrowed  money  and  then 
tried  to  transfer  his  property  to  his  wife 
or  someone  else.  We  used  to  institute 
lawsuits  to  set  aside  those  conveyances. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
what  I  am  trying  to  get  in  the  Record. 
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I  am  not  sure  that  we  have  here  an  ef¬ 
fective  limitation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  A  man  having  no  as¬ 
sets  to  start  with  could  not  lease  the 
land.  He  could  not  pick  up  all  the 
choice  farmlands  and  under  the  lease 
produce  a  million  and  a  half  dollars’ 
worth  of  commodities.  He  would  have 
to  be  a  well  known,  substantial  citizen  of 
the  community.  He  would  have  to  have 
substantial  assets  and  have  the  money 
with  which  to  lease  the  land.  He  would 
have  to  have  money  with  which  to  buy 
tractors  and  trucks.  I  hesitate  to  say 
how  many  thousands  of  dollars  worth 
of  farm  machinery  he  would  have  to  have 
in  order  to  produce  a  million  and  a  half 
dollars’  worth  of  commodities. 

Perhaps  theoretically  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  correct;  as  a  matter  of 
practice,  what  he  suggests  is  impossible. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
one  more  question  relating  to  loans  made 
under  section  (b).  The  Government  is 
taking  collateral,  and  the  farmer  agrees 
to  pay  back  all  but  $50,000.  As  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  makes  loans,  will  it  be  acting 
under  the  terms  of  existing  law  with 
this  repayment  clause? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  it  would  have 
to  rewrite  completely  the  indenture  or 
the  instrument  which  the  farmer  signs. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  that.  As  I  understand  the  ex¬ 
isting  law,  loans  are  made  on  some  com¬ 
modities  whereby  at  the  end  of  the  year 
if  the  Government  takes  them  over  for 
payment  there  is  no  interest  charged. 
Would  interest  be  charged  on  loans 
made  under  the  terms  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Unquestionably  the 
Government  would  have  the  authority  to 
charge  interest. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Would 
interest  be  charged  in  all  cases,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  crop  produced? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Beyond  the  maturity 
of  the  loan,  undoubtedly;  not  on  the 
$50,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  On 
anything  in  excess  of  $50,000? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Is  it  the 
intent  of  the  committee  that  interest 
shall  be  charged  on  all  these  loans  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  commodities  and  regard¬ 
less  of  how  the  transaction  is  treated  un¬ 
der  existing  law? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  question  that  in  the  average  enter¬ 
prise  interest  is  charged,  but  as  nonre¬ 
course.  Interest  is  charged,  but  there  is 
no  recourse.  Under  the  existing  law,  in¬ 
terest  may  still  accumulate,  but  not  on 
the  $50,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  rea¬ 
son  I  asked  the  question  is  that  that  point 
was  not  clear  to  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment.  In  that  connection,  Mr.  Morse 
made  this  statement: 

The  limitation  would  not  apply  to  any 
person  who  agrees  to  repay  advances  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $50,000  within  12  months  or  other 
later  time  determined  by  the  Secretary.  No 
express  provision  is  made  for  interest  on  such 
amount,  and  it  is  uncertain  whether  it  is 
intended  that  interest  is  to  be  charged  on 
the  excess  over  $50,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  think  that  in¬ 
terest  would  be  charged. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  So  it  is 
clearly  the  intent  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  interest  would  be  charged. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  giving  only  my 
opinion  as  to  intent,  because  that  mat¬ 
ter  was  not  discussed  in  the  conference. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What 
rate  would  be  charged? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Whatever  the  going 
rate  is,  as  charged  by  the  Department. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What¬ 
ever  is  the  normal  rate? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Whatever  the  going 
rate  is  today. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  do 
not  believe  the  Federal  Government 
makes  a  loan  to  any  individual  without 
interest.  There  is  no  precedent  for  such 
action. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  had  never  heard  of 
its  being  done. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Government  does  make  loans  without 
interest.  Does  not  the  Government  as  to 
some  commodities  at  the  expiration  date 
take  the  crop  as  full  payment  not  only 
for  the  original  loan  but  for  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  all  interest? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  That 
is  on  recourse  loans. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  suppose  the  price 
of  a  commodity  goes  up  and  the  farmer 
redeems  his  property  and  sells  it  on  the 
market,  as  was  done  time  and  time  again 
before  the  present  administration  con¬ 
trolled  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
He  paid  the  interest  and  carrying  charges 
on  the  commodity  while  it  was  under 
loan. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me’ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams  of  New  Jersey  in  the  chair) .  Does 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  not  sure  that  the 
point  which  was  raised  a  short  time  ago 
in  my  colloquy  with  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  was  entirely  cleared  up. 

I  should  like  to  read  the  paragraph  of 
the  conference  report  which  is  in  ques¬ 
tion,  and  then  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  another  question. 

I  now  read  subdivision  (3)  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report: 

(3)  That  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 
purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  or¬ 
ganization,  or  with  regard  to  price  support 
on  an  agricultural  commodity  extended  by 
purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity 
from,  or  by  loans  on  such  products  to,  per¬ 
sons  other  than  the  producers  of  such  com¬ 
modity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  received  by  the 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  or  other 
persons — 

And  now  we  come  to  the  language 
which  appears  to  be  in  controversy;  it 
follows  the  comma  after  the  word  “per¬ 
sons” — 

but  the  amount  of  price  support  made  avail-  . 
able  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative 
marketing  organization  or  other  persons 
shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount 
of  price  support  received  by  such  person  for 
purposes  of  such  limitation. 

Is  it  correct  to  assume  that  the  last 
proviso  applies  to  members  of  a  coopera¬ 
tive  for  whom  the  cooperative  market¬ 
ing  organization  acts  as  agent,  and  is 


not  intended  to  apply  to  members  of  a 
cooperative  who  deliver  their  product  to 
the  cooperative  plant,  where  it  is  com¬ 
mingled  with  similar  products  from 
possibly  1,000  other  producers  and  then 
is  processed  and  sold  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  or  sold  on  the  open 
market  or  a  loan  is  made  upon  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  stated  the  purposes  we  had 
in  the  amendment  better  than  I  could 
have  stated  them.  The  latter  part  of  the 
language  he  has  read  was  inserted  be¬ 
cause  of  the  existence,  for  instance,  of 
the  great  cotton  cooperatives.  Thou¬ 
sands  of  farmers  are  members  of  one 
cotton  cooperative.  That  would  mean 
that  no  one  farmer  could  get  more  than 
$50,000  worth  of  a  nonrecourse  loan,  by 
handling  the  cotton  through  the  co¬ 
operative.  The  cooperative  handles  all 
of  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Or  in  the  case  of  dairy 
products. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  I  see  it,  it  does  not 
apply  to  the  purchasers  at  all. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  not  intended  to 
apply  to  members  of  the  dairy  coopera¬ 
tives,  as  to  whom  it  will  be  impossible 
to  determine  the  amount  of  support  they 
had  received. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  To  my  mind,  it  was 
primarily  directed  to  the  loan  programs 
which  are  dealt  with  in  paragraph  (1). 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing.  Nevertheless,  that  final  part  of  the 
paragraph  is  what  raised  the  issue. 

Let  me  sum  up  the  matter  in  this  way : 
The  limitation  of  $50,000  in  the  case  of 
any  person  who  is  a  member  of  a  co¬ 
operative  is  intended  to  apply  when  the 
cooperative  acts  as  agent  for  that  mem¬ 
ber,  and  is  not  intended  to  apply  when 
the  member  delivers  his  milk  which  is 
commingled  with  the  products  of  other 
members  of  the  cooperative,  and  is  pro¬ 
cessed,  and  when  the  processed  product 
is  supported  by  the  Commodity 'Credit 
Corporation,  either  through  purchases 
or  through  loans;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  answer  I  point  out 
that  the  language  “loan  to,  or  purchase 
from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organiza¬ 
tion”  and  the  subsequent  words  “such 
limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount 
of  price  support  received  by  the  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization,  or 
other  persons,  but  the  amount  of  price 
support  made  available  to  any  person 
through  such  cooperative  marketing  or¬ 
ganization  or  other  persons  shall  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  determining  the  amount  of 
price  support  received  by  such  person 
for  purposes  of  such  limitation,”  appear 
identically,  verbatim,  in  the  original  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment.  The  other  language 
was  incorporated  to  remedy  the  defects 
which  were  pointed  out  by  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  just  before  the  passage  of 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill,  by 
the  Senate,  and  in  an  effort  to  protect 
the  existing  price  support  program  on 
dairy  products,  meats,  and  other  com¬ 
modities  that  have  been  handled 
through  supports. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  see  how  there 
can  be  any  misinterpretation  of  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Neither  do  I. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  feel  that  the 
term  “marketing  organization’’  would 
apply  to  a  pool  arrangement,  such  as 
that  by  means  of  which  the  wool  pro¬ 
ducers  pool  their  wool  on  the  market, 
through  their  organization? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  think  it  would  ap¬ 
ply  to  any  association  of  growers  or 
producers.  Hut  of  course  wool  is  not  in 
surplus  supply,  and  is  not  covered  by  this 
provision. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  But  in 
the  case  of  any  commodity  which 
was - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  any  association 
of  such  commodity  producers  in  a  pool 
would  be  covered. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  in  the  case  of  this  provision,  I 
think  we  are  arriving  at  something. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me,  in 
order  that  I  may  make  a  one-sentence 
statement,  either  now  or  later  on? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  First,  Mr.  President, 
I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  26, 
and  36. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thought  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  had  already  been  agreed  to 
earlier.  These  amendments  are  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  report. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  ask  a  question  about  the  item 
which  relates  to  funds  for  the  humane 
slaughter  program.  Is  that  item  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  before  the  conference  report  is 
agreed  to,  I  should  like  to  have  some  in¬ 
formation  about  that  item. 

As  I  understand  ,the  report  allows 
only  $100,000  for  research  on  the  various 
types  of  slaughtering  methods  which  are 
classified  as  humane. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  $100,000  item  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  refers 
caused  more  difficulty  than  any  million- 
dollar  item  in  the  bill. 

The  conference  report  includes  a  pro¬ 
vision  to  which  the  Senate  conferees  fi¬ 
nally  were  compelled  to  agree.  The  con¬ 
ferees  felt  that  the  Department  should 
make  a  determination  with  the  present 
staff  as  to  the  various  types  of  slaugh¬ 
tering  methods  which  qualify  as  humane. 
The  additional  $100,000  would  be  used 
for  research  and  the  preparation  of 
plants  for  adaptation  to  such  methods 
and  devices  to  the  needs  of  smaller 
slaughtering  establishments. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  that  the  House  conferees  took 
the  position  that  the  larger  packers 
were  able  to  use,  and  knew  all  about,  the 
different  methods  available  now;  and 
the  House  conferees  did  not  propose  to 
allow  one  thin  dime  for  the  benefit  of 
the  larger  packers.  But  as  a  result  of 
unusual  exertions  by  some  of  the  Sen¬ 


ate  members  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee — I  refer  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young], 
and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender] — the  conferees  finally  did  al¬ 
low  this  $100,000  for  the  dissemination 
of  information  and  for  research  into 
methods  of  slaughtering,  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  smaller  packers. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Although  I  recog¬ 
nize  that  the  larger  packers  might  very 
well  engage  in  research  on  these  meth¬ 
ods  of  slaughter,  some  of  them  do  not. 
Furthermore,  the  legislation  which  was 
passed  directed  the  administration,  with 
the  cooperation  of  the  Congress,  to  do 
this  research.  It  had  been  indicated 
that  possibly  some  of  it  could  be  done 
at  the  research  facilities  at  Ames,  Iowa, 
at  the  Iowa  State  College. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  the  Department 
does  not  wish  to  do  it  there. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Department  a  letter 
signed  by  Assistant  Secretary  E.  L. 
Peterson,  in  response  to  my  letter  to 
Mr.  Peterson  of  May  20,  in  which  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  possibility  of  locating  the 
humane  slaughter  research  at  the  new 
animal  disease  laboratory  at  Ames, 
Iowa.  Mr.  Peterson  properly  pointed 
out  that  the  purpose  of  the  animal  dis¬ 
ease  laboratory  is  to  provide  facilities 
for  disease  research,  and  that  the  fa¬ 
cilities  are  not  designed  for  the  kind  of 
research  which  would  be  required  in  the 
case  of  slaughtering  practices.  He  also 
noted  that  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  is  conducting  studies  on  meat 
quality  at  the  agricultural  research  cen¬ 
ter  at  Beltsville,  Md.,  and  that  the  fa¬ 
cilities  used  for  those  studies,  with  some 
modification,  could  also  be  used  for 
research  on  humane  slaughtering 
methods. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  regret  to  advise  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that  no  funds 
are  included  for  construction  of  facili¬ 
ties  at  the  Beltsville  research  station. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  see  what  the  con¬ 
ferees  have  done.  I  simply  protest  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  that  he  can  protest  it 
freely  here.  We  protested  it  in  the  con¬ 
ference;  and  we  came  from  the  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  very  best  we  were  able  to 
secure. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  In  fact,  it  was  not  until 
we  had  had  two  or  three  complete  break¬ 
ups  of  the  conference  that  the  House 
conferees  were  willing  to  go  this  far. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  think  it  was  only  the 
insistence  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  that  persuaded  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  that  humane  slaughtering  meth¬ 
ods  are  available  now  and  can  be  uti¬ 
lized  by  the  smaller  slaughterers,  if  they 
are  able  to  employ  the  methods  used  by 
some  of  the  larger  slaughterers  at  this 
time. 

So  they  would  at  least  be  willing  to 
provide  $100,000  in  the  bill  to  give  an 
opportunity  to  do  research  into  adopt¬ 
ing  the  methods  used  by  Hormel  and 
other  big  slaughterhouses. 

I  do  not  think  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  would  object  to  our  solicitude  for 
the  small  slaughtering  plants,  because 
they  have  problems  different  from  those 


of  the  large  plants.  The  large  plants  can 
do  their  own  research.  They  can  finance 
their  own  experimentation.  A  small 
plant  does  not  have  such  facilities.  So  I 
think  we  drove  a  pretty  good  bargain  in 
getting  $100,000.  Also,  I  think  we  drove 
a  pretty  good  bargain  in  getting  it  de¬ 
voted  to  the  particular  problem  which 
confronts  us.  The  problem  is,  How  can 
the  small  packing  and  slaughtering  house 
comply  with  the  law  and  still  stay  in 
business?  We  want  to  meet  that  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  may  say  I  did  not 
favor  the  Humane  Slaughter  Act,  but  I 
felt  under  an  obligation  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  to  make  a  strong  effort  to  retain 
the  Senate  provision  for  funds.  The  con¬ 
ference  was  exceedingly  difficult.  For 
two  or  three  meetings  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  said  they  would  not  yield  in  any 
way,  shape,  or  manner. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  con¬ 
ferees  for  their  diligence  and  persever¬ 
ance.  I  heard  it  was  a  difficult  series  of 
meetings.  I  only  say  the  budget  had  a 
request  of  $250,000,  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  is  not,  during  this  day  and 
age,  known  for  its  overly  large  requests 
in  terms  of  expenditures.  The  Senate 
adopted  a  $200,000  appropriation,  with 
some  of  the  funds  to  be  used  at  Ames. 
I  think  the  decision  not  to  use  the  Ames 
facilities  was  probably  a  sound  one. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  agree.  At  the  time 
we  wrote  that  language  into  the  bill,  that 
matter  had  not  been  fully  considered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  grateful 
there  is  a  provision  of  $100,000  for  re¬ 
search,  which  will  be  of  assistance  to  the 
small  packers.  I  think  the  time  will 
come  when  it  will  be  realized  that  the 
Beltsville  facility  will  have  to  be  modified 
fied  or  something  else  done.  I  want  the 
record  clear  that,  once  having  adopted 
humane  slaughter  legislation,  and  by  a 
very  substantial  vote,  we  have  an  obliga¬ 
tion  to  make  it  work,  because  we  imposed 
some  severe  restrictions  on  the  packers. 
Therefore,  there  is  an  obligation  to  ful¬ 
fill  our  part  of  the  bargain. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  am  well  aware  of 
that.  As  a  member  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  I  assisted  in  placing 
the  amount  in  this  appropriation  bill. 
Previously  I  assisted  in  putting  this  in 
the  supplemental  appropriation  bill  but 
we  were  not  finally  able  to  bring  back 
an  appropriation  for  the  item.  Even 
though  this  amount  is  less  than  half  of 
the  original  sum  proposed,  in  the  light 
of  the  experience  we  had  on  the  supple¬ 
mental  bill,  I  was  very  much  gratified  we 
were  able  to  get  the  work  underway  at 
afi. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  it  is  agreeable 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  letter  I  received  from  E.  L.  Peter¬ 
son,  relating  to  the  humane  slaughter 
appropriation,  and  also  a  letter  I  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  outstanding  veterinarian 
scientist,  Dr.  Ralph  L.  Kitchell,  who  di¬ 
rects  my  attention  to  some  of  the  limi¬ 
tations  of  the  facilities  and  also  what 
might  be  done  with  a  broadened  pro¬ 
gram. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 
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Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  17~,  1959. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  May  20,  1959,  concerning  the 
possibility  of  locating  humane  slaughter  re¬ 
search  at  the  new  Animal  Disease  Laboratory 
at  Ames,  Iowa.  We  appreciate  your  sugges¬ 
tion,  and.  are  pleased  to  discuss  it  with  you. 

The  purpose  of  the  Animal  Disease  Lab¬ 
oratory  under  construction  at  Ames  is  to 
provide  facilities  for  disease  research.  Such 
facilities  will  not  be  suitable  for  studies  of 
slaughter  operations.  Facilities  for  disease 
studies  require  careful  protection  against 
contamination.  The  laboratory  will  have 
definite  restrictions  that  animals  cannot  be 
brought  in  except  under  controlled  condi¬ 
tions  necessary  for  the  disease  studies.  The 
animals  used  for  the  disease  studies  cannot 
be  used  for  studies  of  humane  slaughter 
methods  and  their  effects  on  meat  quality 
since  the  diseased  animals  would  not  be 
normal  animals.  Therefore,  it  is  not  feasible 
to  do  humane  slaughter  research  at  the 
Ames  laboratory. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  is  con¬ 
ducting  studies  on  meat  quality  at  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Center,  Bsltsville,  Md. 
The  facilities  used  for  these  studies, 
with  some  modification,  could  also  be  used 
for  research  on  humane  slaughter  methods 
and  could  be  made  available  for  such  re¬ 
search  at  less  cost  than  at  any  another  loca¬ 
tion. 

In  fiscal  year  1959,  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  has  made  a  survey  of  existing 
information  and  has  initiated  limited  studies 
on  humane  slaughter  methods.  Mainly, 
these  studies  have  been  directed  at  mechan¬ 
ical  and  electrical  stunning  instruments  and 
accompanying  physiological  responses  in  the 
animal  and  effects  on  the  carcass  and  meat. 
A  request  for  $100,000  in  supplemental  funds 
for  research  on  humane  slaughter  methods 
for  fiscal  year  1959  was  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress,  but  was  not  approved.  The  1960 
budget  estimates  include  an  increase  of 
$250,000  for  research  on  humane  slaughter 
methods.  The  House  deleted  this  item,  the 
Senate  approved  it  in  the  amount  of  $200,- 
000,  and  the  bill  is  now  in  conference. 

Your  interest  in  this  research  is  appreci¬ 
ated. 

Sinperely  yours, 

E.  L.  Peterson, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

St..  Paul,  Minn.,  June  5, 1959. 
Hon.  Hubert  Humphrey, 

U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:' On  September 
17,  1956,  you  were  kind  enough  to  forward  to 
me  two  copies  of  correspondence  (see  enclo¬ 
sures)  which  you  wrote  in  my  behalf.  I  am 
writing  this  letter  to  solicit  your  further 
assistance  relative  to  my  interest  in  doing 
additional  research  on  improving  slaughter¬ 
ing  procedures. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Senate 
has  before  it  a  bill  which  grants  additional 
funds  for  research  in  this  area.  I  also  un¬ 
derstand  that  there  is  a  stipulation  to  the 
bill  that  the  work  should  be  done  at  the  new 
research  laboratory  (Federal)  at  Ames,  Iowa. 
This,  I  believe,  would  make  it  impossible  for 
any  of  these  funds  to  be  used  by  university 
scientists,,  like  myself.  I  believe  this  stipu¬ 
lation  to  be  against  the  best  interests  of  pro¬ 
ponents  of  humane  slaughtering.  I  base  this 
belief  on  my  8  years  of  experience  in  this 
field.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  anyone  at 
Ames  who  is  qualified  to  direct  or  perform 
research  in  this  highly  technical  field.  They 
do  not  seem  to  be  equipped  to  do  such  re¬ 
search  either. 

I  think  it  is  important’ to  get  these  funds 
in  the  hands  of  people  who  are  interested  in 


humane  slaughter,  who  have  an  active  re¬ 
search  program  in  progress,  and  who  have 
the  necessary  technical  background  to  make 
the  best  possible  use  of  the  funds.  I  am  not 
going  to  state  that  I  should  be  the  one  to 
receive  some  of  these  funds.  Someone  else 
will  have  to  judge  this  point.  I  feel  that  it 
is  basically  wrong  to  put  provisions  in  a  bill 
which  would  direct  funds  to  disinterested 
and  nonqualified  personnel  and  exclude  from 
consideration  the  people  who  are  interested 
and  better  qualified.  I  can  speak  from  ex¬ 
perience  that  there  are  at  least  three  State- 
supported  research  units,  in  addition  to  ours, 
which  would  be  excluded  from  consideration 
as  the  bill  now  stands. 

I  am  sure  you  share  with  me  concern  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  humane  slaughter  program.  I 
am  grateful  to  you  for  your  interest  in  the 
past  and  am  confident  that  whichever  course 
of  action  you  may  take  will  be  taken  consci¬ 
entiously  as  you  see  the  facts  which  are  pre¬ 
sented  to  you. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Ralph  L.  Kitchell,  D.U.M.,  Ph.  D. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  note  that  there  are  university  facil¬ 
ities  which  can  be  used,  under  contract, 
to  aid  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
the  fulfillment  of  the  research  obligation 
part  of  the  Humane  Slaughter  Act. 

May  I  ask  the  Senator  one  final  ques¬ 
tion  in  reference  to  the  meat  inspection 
item?  Am  I  correctly  informed  that  the 
sum  of  money  which  the  Senate  au¬ 
thorized  for  meat  inspection  was  the 
final  sum  which  was  included  in  the  bill? 

Mr.- RUSSELL'.  That  is  correct.  We 
managed  to  sustain  the  position  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  relating  to  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  making  possible  the  purchase  of 
proteins  and  red  meat,  is  made  a  part  of 
the  conference  report? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  the  intention 
of  the  conference  report  and  by  the 
change  of  the  language  made  in  confer- 
encc. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  that  would 
mean  food  for  school  lunches  could  be 
supplemented  outside  the  realm  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  under  section  6 
of  the  school  lunch  program,  which  has 
nothing  to  do  with  section  32  purchases. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  Those  are  fine  and  helpful  pro¬ 
visions. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  about  a  vegetable  which  is 
grown  by  farmers  in  my  section  of  the 
country,  namely,  peas.  Other  vegetables 
are  also  grown  there.  I  understand  the 
provision  of  the  Senate  relating  to  re¬ 
search  was  not  agreed  to  by  the  House. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  jvas  not.  The 
Senate  had  provided  $200,000  for  re¬ 
search  into  vegetable  seed  and  produc¬ 
tion.  As  I  recall,  $20,000  was  to  be  used 
for  the  item  which  the  Senator  had  in 
mind.  The  Senator  from  Washington 
had  been  very  active  in  that  matter, 
and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  had  likewise 
supported  it.  The  Senate  was  compelled 
to  yield  on  the  amount  of  money  con¬ 
tained  in  the  item  of  $200,000,  due  to 
the  very  large  sum  already  in  the  bill  for 


research  work  on  vegetables.  We  did 
not  yield  with  any  idea  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  would  be  deterred  from  doing  the 
work  which  was  necessary  to  be  done, 
but  we  were  compelled  to  retreat  on  the 
$200,000  item. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  would  in  no 
way  be  construed  as  meaning  that  the 
Department  would  not  be  justified  in  go¬ 
ing  ahead? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Not  at  all.  The 
showing  which  was  made  in  the  course 
of  the  hearings  would  indicate  to  me  the 
Department  would  be  fully  justified  in 
directing  its  attention  to  the  research 
matter  to  which  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  has  referred. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  know  the  Senator  has 
discussed  this  particular  item.  I  refer 
to  amendment  No.  16,  which  appears 
on  page  6  of  the  conference  report,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  school  lunch  program.  As  | 
I  understand,  the  item  provides  that 
$43  million  shall  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  from  section  32  funds,  and  | 
that  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  supply 
a  balanced  diet  to  schoolchildren  under 
the  school  lunch  program,  so  far  as  is 
possible,  from  these  funds. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  set  forth  in 
the  report  of  the  conference. 

Mr.  COOPER.  And  if  foods  such  as 
red  meats  and  other  high  protein  foods 
are  not  in  surplus,  the  Secretary  is  nev¬ 
ertheless  directed  to  buy  those  foods  for 
the  school  lunch  program,  where  they 
are  needed  to  provide  balanced  diets  for 
schoolchildren.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  language  of  the 
conference  report  is  as  follows: 

The  conferees  direct  that  the  full  amount 
of  these  transferred  funds  be  used  to  pur¬ 
chase  foods  necessary  to  provide  balanced 
diets  for  the  schoolchildren.  In  making 
such  purchases,  attention  should  be  given 
to  the  needs  of  the  schools  for  red  meats  » 
and  other  high  protein  foods.  As  far  as 
possible,  foods  in  surplus  supply  should  be 
given  priority.  The  necessary  foods  should 
be  supplied  from  these  funds,  however,  re-  (I 
gardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus 
supply. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  reason  I  asked 
the  question  is  that  there  was  such  a  re¬ 
striction  last  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  adopted  language 
last  year  that  such  additional  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  Department  seized  on 
that  language  to  limit  its  purchases  to 
surplus  commodities,  but  we  have  elimi¬ 
nated  that  language  this  year. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  raised  this  question 
because  of  my  effort  to  get  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  buy  these  foods  for  the  program 
in  eastern  Kentucky.  I  recognize  that 
such  foods  can  be  bought  for  the  school 
lunch  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Secretary  has 
ample  authority. 

M.  COOPER.  He  has  not  used  it.  The 
Secretary  has  stated  he  believed  he  did 
not  have  such  authority  under  the  law, 
as  long  as  there  was  a  possible  market 
for  the  surplus  food. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  believe  that 
is  correct. 
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Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  want  to  ex¬ 
press  my  personal  commendation  to  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  for 
the  ability  and  diligence  which  they 
have  displayed  in  the  conference  with 
the  House,  particularly  in  connection 
with  the  school  lunch  program  and  the 
effort  to  get  a  balanced  diet  to  as  many 
schoolchildren  as  possible. 

I  have  an  inquiry  to  propound  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  concerning  the 
watershed  protection  by  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service.  Reference  has  been 
made  in  our  area  of  the  country  that 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budegt  has  put  into 
effect  an  artificial  limitation — I  say  it  is 
artificial  since  it  has  not  been  approved 
by  the  Congress — on  the  number  of  new 
starts. 

In  my  State,  for  example,  with  about 
t  a  million  dollars  to  spend,  the  Bureau  of 
'  the  Budget  has  imposed  a  limitation  of 
-  not  over  four  new  starts  in  a  year.  It 
V  was  represented  to  me  by  the  Soil  Con- 
/  servation  authorities  that  instead  of  hav¬ 
ing  four  new  starts  at  $250,000  a  year 
they  could  spread  the  money  out  and 
get  more  done  if  they  had  10  new  starts 
at  $100,000  a  year,  though  it  would  not 
require  the  expenditure  of  more  money. 

My  inquiry  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  is  this:  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  correctly  that  the  conferees  have 
not  expressed  their  approval  of  this  ar¬ 
tificial  limitation  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
r  Budget. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No,  we  did  not  express 
any  approval  of  it.  By  implication,  we 
expressed  our  disapproval  of  it  by  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  appropriation  of  more 
money  than  the  Budget  Bureau  allowed’ 
for  this  particular  item. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  simply  wanted 
to  clarify  the  point  that  the  conferees 
(  had  not.  approved  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget’s  artificial  limitation. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  not.  Under 
|  the  estimate  of  th&'Bureau  of  the  Budget 
the  appropriation  would  have  been  $20 
million.  We  provided  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $22,750,000. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Georgia  for  the 
clarification. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  agree  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  respect  the  position  of  the 
conferees  in  connection  with  this  bill; 
however,  I  am  fearful  particularly  of  the 
^  provision  in  connection  with  the  $50,000 
"  limitation.  I  do  not  feel  it  does  the  job 
properly. 

In  the  colloquy  earlier  today,  it  was 
admitted  that  while  the  conference  bill 
does  provide  a  ceiling  of  $50,000  for 
each  agricultural  commodity,  it  imme¬ 
diately  proceeds  to  place  two  exemptions 
on  the  $50,000  limitation. 

One  of  the  exemptions  is  that  a  per¬ 
son  may  agree  to  a  reduction  of  not  to 
exceed  20  percent  of  his  production  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  That  re¬ 
duction  of  production  could  conceivably 


be  as  little  as  1  percent.  He  would  then 
not  be  bound  by  the  limitation. 

The  second  exemption  provides  that 
the  person  does  not  have  to  agree  to  any 
reduction  at  all,  can  plant  his  full  quota, 
and  get  his  full  loan  of  a  million  dollars 
or  whatever  it  may  be,  and  all  he  has  to 
do  is  put  up  the  commodity  as  collateral 
for  the  loan  with  an  agreement  to  pay 
back  all  but  $50,000.  I  think  the  net  re¬ 
sult  of  this  language  will  be  that  many 
of  the  large  loans  will  still  be  continued 
and  the  Government  will  be  left  holding 
the  bag.  I  shall  vote  against  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  I  cannot  support  this 
watered  down  version  of  the  Senate’s 
original  intention. 

In  this  connection,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  letter  from  Mr.  Morse 
dated  today  commenting  upon  the  con¬ 
ference  amendment  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  30,  1959. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

V.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  As  you  requested 
by  telephone  this  morning,  we  submit  the 
following  analysis  of  the  provision  in  the 
conference  report  on  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  1960,  re¬ 
garding  the  $50,000  limitation  on  price  sup¬ 
ports,  which  you  sent  to  me;  your  copy  is 
attached. 

^  The  'provision'  would  place  a  $50,000  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  amount  of  price  support  that 
could  be  made  available  to  any  person  on 
the  1960  production  of  any  single  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity,  subject  to  the  following 
qualification  and  exceptions^; 

[(1)  The  limitation  would  only  apply  with 
respect  to  commodities  determined  in  ad- 
van<2e  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply.  (This  determination  could  not  be  made 
until  after  the  1959  crops  are  harvested  and 
the  production  outlook  for  1960  can  be  esti¬ 
mated. 

L[2)  The  limitation  would  not  apply  to  a 
person  who  reduces  his  production  of  the 
surplus  commodity  below  1959  production  by 
such  percentage  not  to  exceed  20  percent  as 
the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  required^ 
While  the  provision  is  not  clear,  it  is  pre¬ 
sumed  the  measure  of  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion  would  be  in  terms  of  acreage  for  field 
crops  and  in  units  of  quantity  for  all  other 
commodities. 

5(3)  The  limitation  would  not  apply  to 
any  person  who  agrees  to  repay  advances  in 
excess  of  $50,000  within  12  months  or  other 
later  time  determined  by  the  Secretary ..]jNo 
express  provision  is  made  for  interest  on 
such  amount  and  it  is  uncertain  whether  it 
is  intended  that  interest  is  to  be  charged  on 
the  excess  over  $50,000. 

W4)  Where  price  support  is  extended  by 
loans  to  or  purchases  from  a  cooperative 
marketing  organization  the  limitation  would 
not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support 
received  by  the  cooperative,  but  would  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  made  avail¬ 
able  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative.,^ 

Where  price  support  is  extended  by  pur¬ 
chases  of  a  product  of  an  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  from  “persons”  other  than  a  pro¬ 
ducer  the  limit  does  not  apply  to  the  pur¬ 
chases  or  loans  to  such  person  taut  does 
apply  to  the  amount  of 'price  support  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  producer  through  such  “per¬ 
son.”  Presumably,  this  provision  was  in¬ 
serted  to  facilitate  the  conduct  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  as  the  dairy  and  cottonseed  price  sup¬ 
port  programs.  It  would  have  the  opposite 
effect,  since  it  would  make  it,  impossible  to 


operate  such  programs.  It  is  impossible  to 
determine  the  amount  of  price  support  that 
has  been  extended  to  any  particular  farmer 
with  respect  to  dairy  products  or  with  re¬ 
spect  to  cottonseed  through  purchases  of  or 
loans  to  persons  other  than  the  producers  of 
agricultural  commodities.  In  this  connec¬ 
tion  there  is  attached  a  copy  of  the  hearings 
held  by  the  appropriations  committee  on 
June  9,  1959  which  contain  on  pages  31  and 
32  the  Secretary’s  letter  of  June  12,  1959  to 
Representative  Whitten  concerning  this 
matter. 

This  hasty  analysis  is  based  on  an  un¬ 
official  report  of  the  action  of  the  Conference 
Committee.  The  suggestions  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  this  matter  are  con¬ 
tained  in  explanatory  notes  sent  to  the  con¬ 
ferees.  These  are  shown  on  pages  96  and 
97  of  the  attached  hearings. 

Sincerely  yours. 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  share  the  appre¬ 
hension  the  distinguished  Senator  has 
stated  concerning  the  report.  I  respect, 
as  does  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  the 
hard  work  the  conferees  have  put  in,  but 
I  must  join  with  my  friend  from  Dela¬ 
ware  in  voting  against  the  conference 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams  of  New  Jersey  in  the  chair) .  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

,  The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  amendments  in  disagreement 
be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
action  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  House  bill  7175,  which  was  read 
as  follows : 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  TJ.S., 

June  30, 1959. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  16  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,”  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment,  insert  “ :  Provided  further,  That 
$43,657,248  shall  be  transferred  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for 
purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  26,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment  insert  “:  Provided 
further.  That  (1)  no  part  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  for  1960  may  be  used  to  enter  into 
annual  rental  contracts  for  a  period  of  time 
or  at  rates  or  in  amounts  which  are  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  limitations  imposed  by  present  regu¬ 
lations  or  announcements,  (2)  in  establish¬ 
ing  annual  rental  rates  for  new  contracts,  no 
such  rental  rate  shall  be  established  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  local  fair  rental  value  of  the  acre¬ 
age  offered,  such  fair  rental  value  to  be  based 
upon  the  average  annual  crop  production 
harvested  from  such  acreage  during  the  past 
five  crop  years  including  the  current  year, 
(3)  in  handling  funds  within  any  State,  first 
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consideration  shall  be  given  to  those  appli¬ 
cants  who  were  not  offered  contracts  during 
the  1959  sign-up  due  to  limitation  of  funds, 
and  (4)  in  the  allocation  of  funds  and  ad¬ 
ministration  thereof,  the  Department  shall 
not  allocate  funds  on  any  basis  not  in  accord 
with  the  purposes  as  set  forth  in  the  basic 
law”. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  30,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment  insert  Provided 
further,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 
a  price  support  program  for  1960  under  which 
a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of 
$50,000  would  be  extended  through  loans, 
purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or 
made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  any  person  on  the  1960  produc¬ 
tion  of  any  agricultural  commodity  declared 
by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply,  un¬ 
less  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce  his  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  commodity  from  that  which  such 
person  produced  the  preceding  year,  in  such 
percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum,  as 
the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential 
to  bring  production  in  line  within  a  reason¬ 


able  period  of  time  with  that  necessary  to 
provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 
and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves, 
or  (b)  such  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all 
amounts  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for 
any  agricultural  commodity  within  12 
months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such 
funds  or  at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine; 

“(2)  That  the  term  ‘person’  shall  mean  an 
individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  es¬ 
tate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof; 

‘‘(3)  That  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 
purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  or¬ 
ganization,  or  with  regard  to  price  support 
on  an  agricultural  commodity  extended  by 
purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity 
from,  or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons 
other  than  the  producers  of  such  commodity, 
such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount 
of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  or  other  persons,  but 
the  amount  of  price  support  made  available 
to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  or  other  persons  shall  be 
included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price 


support  received  by  such  person  for  purposes 
of  such  limitation;  and 

“(4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules 
as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
provision.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  26,  and  30. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a 
table  showing  a  comparison  between  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorizations  for  1959, 
the  estimates  for  I960,  and  the  amounts 
recommended  by  the  House,  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  by  the  committee  on  conference. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1959  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1960 


REGULAR  ACTIVITIES  (TITLE  I) 


Agency  and  item 

Appropriations, 
1959  ‘ 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1960 

Recommended 
by  House 
for  1900 

Amount  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate 

Conference 

allowance, 

1960 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research _ , _ _ _ 

$62,  915,  290 
62, 934, 000 
20, 785, 100 

$64, 240, 000 
49,110,000 
21, 475, 000 

$63, 961,  590 
48, 340, 600 
21, 135, 100 

$70, 479, 390 
51, 050,  600 
21, 324, 900 

$07.  722, 490 
49, 800, 600 
21,  324, 900 

Plant  and  animal  'disease  and  pest  control _ _ _ 

Meat  inspection _ _ _ 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses _ 

136,  634,  390 

134,  825, 000 

133, 437,  290 

142, 854, 890 

138,847,990 

State  experiment  stations: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico . . . . . . 

Penalty  mail _ _ _ 

31, 553, 708 
250, 000 

31,  553, 708 
250, 000 

31, 653,  708 
250, 000 

31,  553, 708 
250, 000 

31, 553, 708 
250, 000 

Total,  State  experiment  stations _ _ _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service— _ _ 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico _ 

Retirement  costs  for  Extension  agents _ _ _ 

31, 803,  708 

31, 803, 708 

31, 803, 708 

31,803,708 

31,  803,  708 

168, 438, 098 

106, 628, 708 

165,  240,  998 

174,  658,  598 

170,  651,-698 

2  53, 497, 755 
5, 479,  375 
2,  491, 307 
2,  250,  640 

53, 715, 000 
5, 674, 378 
2, 491, 307 
2,  258,  795 

53, 715, 000 
5,  674,  375 
2, 491, 307 
2,  242,  540 

53,  715,  000 
5,  674,  375 
2,491,307 
2,  242,  540 

53, 715,000 
5, 674, 375 
2, 491.307 
2.  242,  540 

Penalty  mail _ _ .  _ _ _ 

Federal  Extension  Service _ 

Total,  Extension  Service _ 

Farmer  Cooperative-Service _ _ _ 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations _ _ _ _ _ 

Watershed  protection _ _ _ 

Flood  prevention _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

63, -719, 077 
617,  900 

64,139. 477 
620,  000 

64, 123,  222 
615, 800 

64, 123,  222 
615, 800 

64, 123,222 
615,  800 

80,  882,  800 
25,  500,  000 
18, 000,  000 
335,  000 
10,  000,  000 

81,  072,  000 
20,  000,  000 
15,  000,  000 
75,000 
12, 500,  000 

82,  322,  000 
25,  500, 000 
18,  000,  000 
75,  000 
7, 500, 000 

82, 322,  000 
20,  000,  000 
15,  000,  000 
75,000 
10, 000,  000 

82,  322,  000 
22,  750,  000 
18, 000,  000 
75,000 
10,  000,  000 

W ater  conservation  and  utilization  projects _ 

Great  Plains  conservation  program _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service . . 

Agricultural  conservation  program _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

Marketing  research  and  service: 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates . . . . — 

Marketing  services _ _ _ 

134,  717, 800 
235, 000,  000 

128,647,000 
241,  500,  000 

133, 397, 000 
241,  500,  000 

127,  397,  000 
241,  500,  000 

133, 147,  000 
241,  500,  (K)0 

15,  371, 100 
22,  595,  600 

15,  437,  000 
26,  623,  000 

15,  044, 500 
24, 862,  600 

15,  514, 100 
26,  426,  600 

15,  344,  500 
26,  072,  600 

Total,  marketing  research  and  services _ 

Payments  to  States,  Territories,  and  possessions _ 

School-lunch  program . _. . . . . . .. 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service . . . . . 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service _ _ _ 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority.. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Soil  hank  programs: 

Conservation  reserve _ 

37, 966,  700 
1, 160, 000 
110, 000,  000 

42,  060,  000 
1, 160,  000 
100, 000,  000 

39, 907, 100 

1, 160,  000 
110,  000,  000 

41, 940,  700 
1, 195,  000 
110,  000,  000 

1, 195,  000 
110,  000,  000 

149, 126,  700 
4,  234,  320 
895,  500 

143,  220,  000 
4,  268, 300 
900,  000 

151, 067, 100 
3,  518,  300 
909,  500 

153,  015, 700 
3,  668,  000 
900,  000 

152,  612, 100 

3,  518, 300 
909,500 

3  176, 764,  593 
609,  450,  000 

360, 370, 000 

4 1, 050, 000 

310, 000, 000 

340, 000, 000 

335, 000, 000 

Total,  soil  bank  programs . . . . . . • _ 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service: 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas _ _ 

Sugar  Act  program _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

786, 214, 593 

361, 420, 000 

310, 000, 000 

340, 000, 000 

335,  000, 000 

41,  715,  000 
76, 000,  000 

39, 135,  000 
71,  500, 000 

39, 135, 000 
71, 500, 000 

39, 135, 000 
71, 500, 000 

39, 135,  000 
71,  500,  000 

Total,  Commodity  Stabilization  Service  _ 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  Operation  and  administrative  expenses _ 

Rural  Electrification  Administration:  Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Farmers  Home  Administration:  Salaries  and.  expenses _ 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Office  of  the  Secretary  .  .  . 

117,  715,  000 
6,  370,  700 
9,  601,  300 
31, 189,  500 
3, 208,  750 
2, 860,  250 
1, 428,  665 
831,  500 

110,  635,  000 
6, 376, 700 
9,  632,  000 
31,  300,  000 
3,  310,  500 
2,  881,  000 
1, 431,  665 
932,  600 

110,635,000 
6,  376,  700 

9,  632,  000 
30,  300,  000 

3, 115,  300 
2, 881, 000 

1,  431,  666 
900,000 

110,  635, 000 
6, 376,  700 
9,  632, 000 
31, 189,  500 
3, 208,  750 
2, 881,  000 

1, 431,  665 
900,000 

110,  635,  000 

6, 376, 700 

9,  632,  000 
30,  744,  750 

3, 162, 025 

2, 881,  000 

1,  431,  665 
900,000 

Office  of  Information! _ 

Library  _____  _ _  _  _ 

Total,  regular  activities _ _ _ _ _ 

1, 716, 175, 653 

1, 277,  842,  950 

1,235,643,685 

1, 272, 252, 935 

1,  267,  840,  760 

Footnotes  at  end  of  tables. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1959  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1960 — Continued 

CORPORATIONS  (TITLE  II) 


Agency  and  item 

Appropriations, 
1959  > 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1960 

Recommended 
by  House 
for  1960 

Amount  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate 

Conference 

allowance, 

1960 

Federal  Crop  Insuranco  Corporation:  Administrative  and  operating  expenses _ 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

($2, 297, 000) 

($2, 330, 000) 

($2, 330, 000) 

($2, 330, 000) 

($2, 330, 000) 

1,  760,  399,  886 
($39, 600. 000) 

1, 535, 424,  413 
(45, 300, 000) 

1, 435,  424, 413 
(39, 600, 000) 

1,435,424,413 
(42,  771, 000) 

1, 435, 424, 413 
(42, 000, 000) 

Total,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation . . 

Reimbursements  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  special  activities: 

International  Wheat  Agreement _ 

Emergency  famine  relief _ _ _ 

Sales  for  local  currencies  (Public  Law  480) . . . . . 

Migratory  waterfowl  feed... _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Bartered  materials  for  stockpile _ 

Animal  disease  eradication _ _ _ _ _ 

1, 760,  399, 886 

1,  535,  424, 413 

1, 435,  424,  413 

1, 435, 424, 413 

1, 435, 424,  413 

80, 800, 000 
119,  270, 000 
1, 033, 515, 000 
18,  506 
82,  250, 335 
19, 390, 100 
1,  510,  870 

63, 875, 000 
104,  508, 000 
968, 016, 000 
35,  000 
129,000,000 
1, 056,  500 
1,607,000 

63, 875, 000 
104,  508, 000 
968, 016, 000 
35, 000 
129, 000, 000 
1, 056,  500 
1, 007,  000 

63, 875, 000 
104,  508, 000 
968, 016, 000 
35, 000 
129, 000, 000 
1, 056,  500 
1,  607, 000 

63, 875, 000 
104, 508, 000 
968, 016, 000 
35, 000 
129, 000, 000 

1, 056, 500 

1, 007, 000 

Grading  and  classing  activities _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  reimbursements  to  CCC  for  special  activities . . . . 

Total,  Corporations . . . 

1,336,  754,811 

1, 268, 097, 500 

1,  268, 097,  500 

1,268,097,500 

1, 268, 097, 500 

3, 097, 154, 697 

2, 803, 521, 913 

2, 703, 521, 913 

2,  703,  521,  913 

2, 703,  521, 913 

RELATED  AGENCIES  (TITLE  III) 


Farm  Credit  Administration . .. 

($2, 125, 000) 
(1,693,000) 

($2, 125,  000) 

($2, 125, 000) 

($2, 125, 000) 

($2,125,000) 

(3,818,000) 

(2, 125,000) 

(2, 125,  000) 

(2, 125,  500) 

(2, 125,  000) 

Total,  titles  I  through  III . . 

1  4, 813,  330, 350 

4, 081, 364, 863 

3, 939, 165, 498 

3, 975,  774,  848 

3, 971,  362, 673 

Loan  authorizations 


Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

$317, 000,  000 
67,  500, 000 

$136, 000, 000 
79,  000, 000 

$136, 000,  000 
79, 000, 000 

$136,  000,  000 
79, 000,  000 

$136,000,000 
79, 000, 000 

Total,  Rural  Electrification  Administration . . . 

384,  500,  000 

215,  000, 000 

215, 000, 000 

215,  000,  000 

215, 000, 000 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

24,  000,  000 
180,  000,  000 
5,  500,  000 

12,  000,  000 
160,  000, 000 
1,  000,000 

24, 000, 000 
180, 000,  000 
2, 000, 000 

24,  000, 000 
180,  000, 000 
2, 000, 000 

24,  000, 000 
180, 000,  000 

2, 000, 000 

Farm  operation  (production  and  subsistence) _ _ _ 

Soil  and  water  conservation..  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Administration . . . . . 

Total,  loan  authorizations _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

209,  500,  000 

173,  000,  000 

206,000,000 

206,  000, 000 

206,  000,  000 

694, 000,  000 

388,000,000 

421, 000,  000 

421, 000, 000 

421,  000,  000 

Permanent  authorizations 


Agency  and  item 

Authorizations,  1959 

Estimates,  1960 

Increase  or  decrease 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Alterations  and  improvements,  Animal  Quarantine  Station,  Clifton,  N.J . 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

$30. 000 

— $30, 000 

235, 936, 663 
675.000 

$246, 000, 000 
685, 000 

+10, 063, 337 
+10,000 

236, 611, 663 
24, 453, 099 

,246, 685, 000 
47, 630, 000 

+10, 073, 337 
+23, 176,901 

Commodity  Stabilization  Service:  National  Wool  Act . . '. . . . . . . 

261, 094, 762 

294, 315, 000 

+33,  220, 238 

1  Includes  all  adjustments  for  pay  act,  penalty  mail,  and  other  costs  covered  in  the 
Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1959. 

2  An  appropriation  of  $53,715,000  was  provided  for  1959.  Amount  reduced  by  trans¬ 

fers  to  other  activities  for  pay  increases  and  penalty  mail  costs  as  provided  in  Second 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1959.  % 


3  An  appropriation  of  $200,000,000  was  provided  for  1959.  Amount  reduced  by 
transfers  for  pay  costs,  penalty  mail,  and  other  costs  as  provided  in  Second  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1959. 

*  Funds  requested  for  liquidation  merged  with  conservation  reserve  and  $600,000 
approved  by  conferees. 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
T  ST  ALL  ATION  S 


The  Senate  restime^the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  5674  )~T(T-authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military"tostalla- 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  pending  business  before 
the  Senate  is  the  military  construction 
authorization  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President;  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota^-I-yleld  to 
the  chairman  of  the§ubeoEnmittee. 

Mr.  STENJ£ESr'''Mr.  President,  there 
have^beetlquite  a  few  inquiries  as  to 
much  more  debate  there  will  be. 


how  many  more  amendments  will  be 
offered,  and  whether  there  will  be  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 
I  think  we  should  have  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  on  passage  of  the  bill.  I  think  the 
committee  has  agreed  to  ask  for  a  yea- 
Irnay  vote.  I  do  not  believe  tl 
amendlttentswill  require  yea-and-nay 
votes;  I  beliei/e-thgy  c^jo-togmsposed  of 
more  simply. 

Thegieaator  from  South~nak.Qta.has 
"very  pertinent  remarks  to  nit 
Perhaps  we  can  finish  the  debate  within 
an  hour,  or  slightly  more,  if  we  have 
relevant  comments. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me  so  that  I  may  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  passage  of  the  bill? 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr., 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent- that 
I  may  yield  to  the  Senatgn^rOm  Missis¬ 
sippi  for  the  purgose-ufnaving  the  yeas 
and  naysjordefed,  without  losing  my 
righ-ttotHe  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  On  the  passage  of  the 
bill  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  STENIJIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CASE  of'SouifiJDakota.  Mr. Presi¬ 
dent,  the  authorizatiorT-bilffor  military 
construction,  which  is  n o w  the-pen ding 
business— may  not  ordinarily  be  thoug 
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of  as  a,  policy  bill,  but  those  who  have 
worked  ’kith  the  bill  through  the  years 
have  com\  to  realize  that  whether  we 
planned  itYthat  way,  desired  it  that 
way -  \ 

Mr.  STENNI§.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order  in  thfe  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  orderi  Conversations  will 
be  held  in  the  cloakrooms. 

Mi’.  STENNIS.  Will  the  Presiding 
Officer  insist  on  order,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  insist  on  order*,  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  those  who  have  y/orked 
through  the  years  on  this  bill\have 
learned,  whether  we  wished  it  thatNyay 
or  willed  it  that  way,  that  the  authoriz 
tion  bill  for  military  construction  ha 
become  a  policy  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  suspend.  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That 
fact  was  never  more  evident  than  in  re¬ 
spect  to  our  work  upon  the  particular 
bill  now  before  the  Senate.  The  bill  is 
sizable  in  dollars,  containing  some  $1.2- 
billion-odd  in  authorizations,  but  it  is 
far  more  important  than  the  dollars 
when  we  came  to  consider  the  questions 
involved.  As  the  bill  came  to  us  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  as  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  installations  officers  of  the 
Defense  Department  it  called  for  aug¬ 
menting  the  authorization  for  the  Nike- 
Hereules  system  and  also  for  the 
Bomarc  system.  Both  of  these  are  terms 
which  are  applied  to  a  defense  missile 
system;  the  Nike-Hercules  being  the  rel¬ 
atively  short-range  missile  with  a  maxi¬ 
mum  effectiveness  of  80  miles,  and  the 
Bomarc  being  a  200-mile  defense  system 
in  its  initial  stage,  the  Bomarc-A,  or  up 
to  400  or  450  miles  in  the  second  gener¬ 
ation,  the  Bomarc-B  missile. 

Consideration  of  those  proposals  led 
the  committee,  as  has  already  been 
stated  on  the  floor  today,  to  propose  that , 
we  deauthorize  some  prior  authorizatior 
for  these  defense  weapons,  and  also 
fuse  authorization  for  the  new,  untij 
Defense  Department  has  come  up 
review  of  its  request.  That  resulted  in 
bringing  before  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  now  before  the  Smate,  two 
reports.  One  report  deals  wim  the  items 
in  the  bill  exclusive  of  the/items  for  the 
defense  missile  systems.  /The  second,  or 
the  supplementary  report,  •  deals  with 
those. 

During  the  early  pdrt  of  the  debate  we 
had  considerable  discussion  of  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  I  shall  neft  go  into  any  extended 
review  of  the  bill  or  even  of  these  sys¬ 
tems,  but  I  shpuld  like  to  emphasize  a  few 
points. 

The  bilLfs  noteworthy  not  only  for  its 
treatment  of  the  Nike-Hercules  and  Bo¬ 
marc  questions,  but  also  for  the  cur¬ 
tailment  of  the  hospital  program,  for  the 
committee  recommended  that  certain 
hospitals  not  be  authorized  and,  further, 
lat  the  Defense  Department  seek  to 


bring  its  estimates  into  line.  We  found 
too  much  variation  between  costs  at  hos¬ 
pitals  recommended  by  one  service  and 
another  service,  and  too  much  difference 
between  hospital  costs  per  bed  in  the 
service  hospitals  and  costs  per  bed  found 
in  the  civilian  economy. 

The  bill  is  notable  also  for  what  it 
does  in  the  field  of  military  housing,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  so-called  Capehart  housing 
program,  on  which  I  shall  say  more  a 
little  later. 

The  bill  is  noteworthy  also  because  it 
proposes  to  create  authority  for  a  Norad 
headquarters.  Many  Members  of  the 
Congress  have  visited  the  SAC  head¬ 
quarters  at  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  but  few  Members  have  visited 
the  Norad  headquarters,  or  the  North 
American  Air  Defense  Command  head¬ 
quarters,  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo. 
Those  who  have  visited  the  headquarters 
have  been  struck  by  the  disparity  be¬ 
tween  the  facilities  afforded  for  the  Air 
iefense  Command  headquarters  as  com- 
ired^ith  those  afforded  for  SAC  head¬ 
quarters. 

le  bill  is  also  noteworthy  for  what  it 
does\n  regard  to  the  reserve  program.,, 
We  n&we  spelled  out  certain  recor 
mendatWs  for  National  Guard  armories, 
and  I  thnffc  we  have  set  up  some  land¬ 
marks  which  will  be  helpful  to/every 
Member  of  'Congress  in  answering  in¬ 
quiries  he  receives  from  his  hpme  State 
in  this  regard. 

Mr.  President, \I  should  like  to  say  a 
few  words  about 'Cie  stalled  master 
plan,  the  revised  plan  for  the  defense 
missiles  systems,  Nike-Hercules  and  Bo¬ 
marc.  Our  committoeWport  says : 

In  accepting  the  r^vised\lan  and  amend¬ 
ing  the  bill  accordingly,  theVommittee  does 
so  with  some  deference  to  the  review  that 
was  made.  However,  the  commVttee  still  has 
some  reservations  about  the  premises  and 
philosophy  employed  in  the  plai 

At  thatpoint  I  should  say  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  has  somXvery 
definite  reservations  about  the  premises 
and  Philosophy  employed  in  the  planN 
Certainly  agree  with  the  following 
sentence  in  our  committee  report: 

The  committee  questions  whether  too 
much  reliance  is  being  placed  upon  defense 
as  compared  to  sharpening  our  offense  with 
modernization  of  the  Army,  the  fleet,  or 
perhaps  more  emphasis  on  manned  inter¬ 
ceptors. 

The  report  further  states: 

The  committee  expects  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  to 
again  carefully  review  the  proposed  program 
before  construction  is  begun  on  new  sites. 

To  make  certain  that  there  would  be 
further  review,  we  wrote  into  the  bill 
a  new  section,  section  418,  which  re¬ 
quires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  make 
certain  reviews,  and  in  those  reviews  to 
give  us  the  assurance  that  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  are  satisfied  with  cer¬ 
tain  aspects  of  the  revised  program. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  the 
committee  was  abundantly  justified  in 
accepting  a  plan  which  will  save  $1,400,- 
000,000  over  the  next  several  years,  but 
we  might  have  gone  further,  I  think,  and 
deauthorized  some  of  the  prior  authori¬ 
zations  for  certain  defense  weapon  in¬ 
stallations.  The  reason  is  this:  No  pro¬ 


gram  suggested  to  the  committee  pro¬ 
posed  placing  either  Nike-Hercules  or  a 
Bomarc  system  in  sufficient  numbers  to 
cover  all  the  important  targets  in  tl  ' 
United  States.  The  result  is  that  a  rel¬ 
atively  few  points  would  have  a  point 
defense  system.  A  few  areas  would'  have 
an  area  defense  system,  but  there  would 
be  left  unprotected  a  sufficient  number 
of  targets  so  that  an  incoming  group  of 
enemy  bombers,  if  they  did/not  want  to 
strike  at  one  of  the  defended  systems 
could  easily  find  an  alternate  target  of 
almost  equal  attractiveness.  That  would 
simply  mean  that  if  we  assume  that 
either  Nike-HercuJ^s  or  Bomarc  would 
be  100  percent  effective — which,  paren¬ 
thetically,  I  say  is  a  considerable  as¬ 
sumption — or  /that  they  would  be  any¬ 
where  near  /OO  percent  effective,  there 
would  be  stfll  left  enough  alternate  tar¬ 
gets  so  that  an  incoming  bomber  could 
find  another  target  beyond  the  range  of 
either/of  these  defense  systems. 

Tl*at  would  mean  that  the  major  de¬ 
fense  reliance,  if  we  were  to  stop  an  in- 
iming  bomber,  would  have  to  go  to  the 
Interceptors  or  fighters,  which  have  con¬ 
siderably  more  range  and  much  more 
flexibility.  That  is  why  I,  for  one,  strong¬ 
ly  emphasize  the  suggestion  in  the 
report  that — 

The  committee  questions  whether  too 
much  reliance  is  being  placed  upon  defense 
as  compared  to  sharpening  our  offense  with 
modernization  of  the  Army,  the  fleet,  and 
perhaps  more  emphasis  on  manned  inter¬ 
ceptors. 

The  opinion  has  been  expressed  by 
Senators  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and 
by  others,  that  a  good  defense  system  is 
in  itself  a  powerful  deterrent.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  takes  little  com¬ 
fort  in  any  such  hope.  Personally,  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  Soviets,  or  any  other 
possible  adversary,  would  be  too  greatly 
concerned  about  what  we  might  do  if 
they  once  got  bombers  into  the  country. 
The  capabilities  which  we  are  demon¬ 
strating  with  such  techniques  as  the 
Hound  Dog,  in  which  a  bomber  car¬ 
ries  piggyback  a  missile  that  can  be 
.launched  several  hundred  miles  from  the 
irget,  means  that  the  enemy  bomber 
could  stand  off  a  considerable  distance 
anX  lob  in  its  missiles,  beyond  the  range 
of  Nn  defense  systems  such  as  Nike- 
Hercules  or  Bomarc. 

When\I  think  of  that  situation,  I  am 
remindeoVof  an  actual  occurrence  in  my 
State  someVears  ago.  A  man  was  on  trial 
for  a  particularly  heinous  or  aggravated 
sort  of  crime.Vrhe  prosecution  was  rely¬ 
ing  very  heavily  on  the  fact  that  some 
bloodhounds  haoSbeen  used  to  follow  the 
trail  right  to  the \ery  door  of  the  man 
who  was  accused  of  she  crime. 

The  defense  attorney  placed  on  the 
stand  the  man  who  hacKthe  bloodhounds 
in  charge  and  asked  hini  how  he  could 
be  sure  that  the  bloodhounds  had  trailed 
the  man  to  his  own  door,  nhe  man  who 
had  the  bloodhounds  testified  that  they 
had  gone  right  to  the  door  a^d  placed 
their  paws  on  the  very  door  of  She  man 
who  had  been  accused. 

The  defense  attorney  asked  >him, 
“Don’t  you  know  that  this  man  hai^a 
wife  and  two  lovely  little  girls?  Weren't 
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The  HouSe  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
The  Chaplam,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  tae  following  prayer: 

Job  33:  4:  Spirit  of  God  hath 

made  me,  and  rfee  breath  of  the  Al¬ 
mighty  hath  given  ri^e  life. 

O  Thou  who  artNythe  giver  of  life, 
may  we  enter  upon  the  appointed  task 
of  this  day  renewed  aWd  refreshed  in 
body  and  soul  and  with  Ttoy  spirit  shed¬ 
ding  its  light  and  radiance  upon  our 
pathway. 

Grant  that  we  may  not  vie\^he  hours 
of  this  new  day  with  apprehension  and 
anxiety  but  with  an  awareness  that 
they  will  afford  us  many  opportunities 
to  have  a  part  in  building  a  better \nd 
happier  world. 

We  pray  that  when  we  are  confronted 
by  challenging  situations  we  may  not' 
stand  still  in  a  confused  and  perplexed 
state  of  mind  but  go  forward  with  con¬ 
fidence  and  courage  for  Thou  wilt  guide 
and  guard  us. 

Show  us  how  we  may  enlarge  and 
expand  our  faith  to  new  dimensions  and 
make  us  more  eager  to  accept  and  ful¬ 
fill  our  responsibilities  toward  Thee  and 
all  mankind. 

In  Christ’s  name  we  offer  our  prayer. 
Amen, 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


Tuesday,  June  30,  1959 

DEPARTMENT  OP  COMMERCE  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1960 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  7349) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  Senate 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hem 
none,  and  appoints  the  following  cjm- 
ferees:  Messrs.  Preston,  Rooney,  /Can¬ 
non,  Bow,  and  Taber. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Speake^  I  ask 
mimous  consent  that  the  m^fagers  on 
thX  part  of  the  House  mayynave  until 
micutight  tonight  to  file  a/  conference 
reponwon  the  bill  H.R.  73- 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  tlVre  objection  to 
the  req\pst  of  the  ^gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  wa\no  objjCtion. 


DEPARTMENT*  OP  STATE  AND  JUS¬ 
TICE,  the/ JUDICIARY,  AND  RE¬ 
LATED  yAGENOlES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  B*LL,  1960 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Car- 
rell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the^ 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol 
lowing  title: 

S.  1368.  An  act  to  amend  sections  50^&.nd 
504  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  ^58  to 
facilitate  financing  of  new  jet  and  ti^oprop 
aircraft. 

The  message  also  announced!  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  amendment yCf  the  Senate 
numbered  1  to  the  bill  JfR. R.  7176)  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  making  appropriations  for 
the  Executive  Office  oSrthe  President  and 
sundry  general  Goirafnment  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
for  other  purpose/” 

The  messag^urther  announced  that 
the  Senate  recedes  from  its  amendment 
No.  2  to  th<yfibove- entitled  bill. 

The  me/age  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com- 
mitteeyof  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes^f  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
75IP3)  entitled  “An  act  to  provide  a  1-year 
Intension  of  the  existing  corporate  nor- 
lal-tax  rate  and  of  certain  excise-tax 
rates.” 


Mr.  BOONEY.  Mr.\Speaker,  I  ask 
unanindous  consent  that  t^e  managers  on 
the  yk rt  of  the  House  m\v  have  until 
mit/ight  tonight  to  file  a\conference 
report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  734SJ  making 
ipropriations  for  the  Departments  of 
rState  and  Justice,  the  Judiciary ,\nd  re¬ 
lated  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  for  other' purposl 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectionVo 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Nei 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Cred¬ 
it  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  re¬ 
port. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 


(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  29, 
1959.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  16:  Page  16,  line 
24,  strike  out  “Provided  further,  That,  for 
additional  payments  to  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
for  the  purchase  of  food,  $43,657,248  shall 
be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  the 
funds  available  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935”  and 
insert  “Provided  further.  That  $43,657,248 
shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  such  additional 
funds  to  be  used  for  the  general  purposes  of 
section  32.” 

Mi’.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  in¬ 
sert  “:  Provided  further.  That  $43,657,248 
shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  26:  Page  19,  line  25, 
strike  out  “ :  Provided  further.  That  no  part 
*  of  these  funds  may  be  used  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  for  a  period  in  excess  of  five  years  or 
to  pay  annual  rentals  in  excess  of  a  fair 
rental  value  of  land  placed  under  contract, 
such  fair  rental  value  to  be  based  on  the 
actual  production  diverted  each  year.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  in¬ 
sert  “:  Provided  further.  That  (1)  no  part  of 
the  funds  authorized  for  1960  may  be  used 
to  enter  into  annual  rental  contracts  for  a 
period  of  time  or  at  rates  or  in  amounts 
which  are  in  excess  of  limitations  imposed  by 
present  regulations  or  announcements,  (2)  in 
establishing  annual  rental  rates  for  new  con¬ 
tracts,  no  such  rental  rate  shall  be  estab- 
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lished  in  excess  of  the  local  fair  rental  value 
of  the  acreage  offered,  such  fair  rental  value 
to  be  based  upon  the  average  annual  crop 
production  harvested  from  such  acreage  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  five  crop  years  including  the 
current  year,  (3)  in  handling  funds  within 
any  State,  first  consideration  shall  be  given  to 
those  applicants  who  were  not  offered  con¬ 
tracts  during  the  1959  sign-up  due  to  limi¬ 
tation  of  funds,  and  (4)  in  the  allocation  of 
funds  and  administration  thereof,  the  De¬ 
partment  shall  not  allocate  funds  on  any 
basis  not  in  accord  with  the  purposes  as  set 
forth  in  the  basic  law.” 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota,  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
to  include  tables.) 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  spent  several  days  in 
conference  with  the  other  body,  and  this 
conference  report  contains  what  I  con¬ 
sider  a  most  desirable  compromise  of 
most  of  the  differences.  We  gave  a  great 
amount  of  thought  to  every  item  at  issue, 
discussed  each  thoroughly,  and  I  per¬ 
sonally  believe  we  have  done  the  best  job 
possible  under  the  circumstances. 

To  recapitulate  the  whole  measure,  the 
budget  estimates  totaled  $4,081,364,856. 
In  the  earlier  action  the  House  approved 
a  total  of  $3,939,165,498,  which  was  in¬ 
creased  in  the  other  body  to  $3,975,774,- 
848.  These  differences  were  adjusted  in 
conference  to  a  total  figure  of  $3,971,- 
362,673,  which  represents  a-  reduction  of 
$110,002,190  below  the  budget  estimates. 

In  my  judgment,  some  very  worthwhile 
increases  have  been  made  in  the  items 
for  research.  I  have  often  said  that  the 
money  we  spend  for  necessary  basic  re¬ 
search  may,  in  the  years  ahead,  prove 
to  be  the  wisest  investment  we  have  ever 
made  in  our  natural  resources.  For  soil 
and  water  conservation  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $1,235,900,'  which  includes  a 
sizable  increase  for  the  soil  and  water 
research  laboratory  now  under  construc¬ 
tion  at  Morris,  Minnesota.  Among  the 
several  other  increases. for  research  is  an 
item  of  $1,100,000  for  necessary  research 
on  insects  affecting  corn  and  other 
grains,  and  of  special  interest  to  my 
area  is  the  fact  that  we  have  earmarked 
$550,000  of  this  for  the  beginning  of  a 
research  laboratory  at  the  South  Dakota 
State  College  at  Brookings.  This  fine 
institution  of  higher  learning  is  just  a 
few  miles  from  my  hometown  of  Tyler, 
Minn.,  and  our  entire  area  will  benefit 
from  the  research  carried  on  at  this 
new  facility.  In  all,  we  have  increased 
research  funds  a  total  of  $3,760,900. 

Modest  increases  are  also  proposed  for 
plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol.  For  'the  vital  work  on  brucellosis 
eradication  there  is  an  increase  of  $1,- 
250,000,  an  additional  $100,000  for  gen¬ 
eral  control  work,  $75,000  more  for  the 
soybean  cyst  nematode,  and  $35,000 
added  for  eradication  of  sheep  scabies. 

A  good  case  was  made  for  increased 
funds  for  meat  inspection  in  the  interests 
of  consumers,  and  we  approved  an  addi¬ 
tional  $189,800  for  that  work.  Another 
increase  of  $1,150,000  was  provided  for 


poultry  inspection,  together  with  some 
modest  increases  for  marketing  research 
and  reports. 

An  additional  $444,750  is  provided  for 
the  administration  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration.  This  organization  is 
doing  a  very  necessary  credit  job  for  farm 
people,  and  it  is  doing  it  efficiently.  We 
are  convinced  that  these  added  funds 
are  necessary  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
proper  administration  of  the  loan  pro¬ 
gram. 

CONSERVATION  ITEMS  ADJUSTED 

In  addition  to  basic  research,  I  con¬ 
sider  our  soil  and  water  conservation 
work  of  vital  importance  to  future  gen¬ 
erations.  I  have  personally  visited  areas 
of  the  world  which  were  once  veritable 
Gardens  of  Eden  but  which  are  today 
desert  wastelands  because  men  years  ago 
mined  their  soil  and  did  nothing  to  pre¬ 
serve  it  for  the  future.  Once  you  have 
looked  from  horizon  to  horizon  and  seen 
no  living  thing  where  once  fertile  fields 
had  been,  you  can’t  help  becoming  a 
stanch  advocate  of  conservation. 

I  have  deplored  the  fact  that  Congress 
after  Congress  has  harnessed  generations 
yet  unborn  with  burdens  of  public  debt, 
but  when  it  comes  to  the  conservation  of 
our  soil  and  water  resources  I  have  no 
doubt  that  any  mortgage  we  may  make 
upon  the  future  will  be  gladly  paid.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we,  as  custodians  of  our 
soil,  have  a  moral  obligation  to  leave  it 
as  good — if  not  better — for  future  cus¬ 
todians  and  we  cannot  possibly  do  that 
without  effective  conservation  programs. 

I  regret  that  the  only  item  in  this  re¬ 
port  which  reflects  a  decrease  below  the 
House  figure  is  that  for  our  watershed 
program.  Although  we  found  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  recede  $2,750,000  below  our  figure, 
we  still  show  a  healthy  amount  of  $22,- 
750,000  which,  together  with  the  carry¬ 
over,  will  doubtless  meet  the  need  for 
next  fiscal  year. 

We  also  agreed  upon  a  $2M>  million 
increase  for  the  Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  program  which  will  see  this  work  go 
forward  during  the  coming  year. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  EXPANDED 

In  compromising  the  differences  in  the 
advance  authorization  for  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve,  we  have  agreed  upon  the 
budget  figure — $375  million.  This  pro¬ 
gram,  as  everyone  knows,  has  been  very 
near  to  me  and  I  have  followed  its  devel¬ 
opment  as  closely  as  any  other  during 
my  21  years  in  Congress. 

I  was  interested  in  the  soil  bank  ap¬ 
proach  to  our  agricultural  surplus  prob¬ 
lem  long  before  the  present  program  be¬ 
came  law.  I  am  still  interested.  I  think 
the  conservation  reserve  of  the  soil  bank 
is  the  best  approach  presently  available 
for  reducing  surpluses  and  conserving  re¬ 
sources.  I  say  this  despite  the  fact  that 
the  administration  of  the  program  is  not 
entirely  as  I  would  like  to  see  it. 

Contrary  to  some  opinion  and  some 
press  articles  this  program  is  helping 
farmers — the  bona  fide  small  farmers — 
who  need  help  most.  The  fact  that  av¬ 
erage  annual  payments  average  only  a 
little  over  $1,000,  and  the  fact  that  a  very 
small  percent  of  the  annual  payments 
are  as  high  as  the  limit  of  $5,000  con¬ 


vinces  me  that  the  small  farmer  is  beno- 
fitted.  I  am  also  convinced  that  the 
program  is  getting  results — it  is  taking 
producing  land  out  of  production  and 
getting  it  protected  with  grass,  trees, 
and  wildlife  cover. 

Available  information  also  indicates 
that  far  too  much  emphasis  has  been 
placed  on  the  few  instances  of  recent 
purchasers  of  farms  putting  the  cropland 
into  the  conservation  reserve.  The  pro¬ 
gram  should  not  be  any  more  attractive 
to  new  owners  than  to  the  sellers — the 
same  offer  was  available  to  the  seller  as 
to  the  buyer.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  recently  conducted  a  survey  in 
Aroostook  County,  Maine,  and  found  that 
of  124  farmers  interviewed  who  had  all 
or  part  of  their  cropland  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve,  ownership  of  the  land  ex¬ 
ceeded  20  years.  Certainly  those  farm¬ 
ers  could  not  be  classed  as  recent 
purchasers.  I  am  sure  that  for  the  coun¬ 
try  as  a  whole  a  very  small  percentage 
of  participating  farms  have  recently 
changed  hands. 

The  Maine  survey  also  showed  that  for 
every  dollar  spent  for  annual  payments, 
crops  taken  out  of  production  had  a 
value  of  $8.53 — at  1958  prices.  That  is  a 
good  record  of  accomplishment. 

The  time  has  come  when  the  record  on 
the  conservation  reserve  must-  be  set 
straight  by  facts.  The  press  recently  has 
given  wide  attention  to  incidents  and- 
situations,  representing  a  few  isolated 
cases,  and  the  result  is  that  many  people 
are  confused  and  ready  to  condemn  the 
whole  program. 

Some  of  the  recent  attacks  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  include  reports  from  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico  in  which  cases  are  cited  of 
farmers  who  rent  State-owned  land  and 
place  the  land  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  for  a  higher  annual  rental  rate  than 
the  rental  rate  paid  to  the  State.  To  me 
that  means  one  thing — that  the  State 
leases  State-owned  land  at  a  rate  entirely 
out  of  line  with  its  value.  In  addition, 
the  land  would  be  in  production  if  it  was 
not  in  the  conservation  reserve.  As  a 
general  rule,  I  am  sure  that  the  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  annual  payment  rates  are 
in  line  with  the  productive  ability  of  the 
land.  Certainly,  three  elected  farmer- 
committeemen — taxpayers  like  the  rest 
of  us — can  be  depended  upon  to  set  a  fan- 
rate  of  payment  for  a  program  of  this 
type.  In  addition,  in1  many  cases  the 
State-owned  land  has  been  leased  by  the 
farmer  for  so  many  years  that  it  has  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  his  farm  for  practical 
farming  purposes. 

State-owned  land  frequently  has 
wheat  or  cotton  acreage  allotments  as¬ 
signed  to  it — so  when  the  land  is  placed 
in  the  program  the  allotment  crops  on 
the  land  go  out  of  production  as  do  any 
other  crops  normally  produced  on  that 
land.  State-owned  land  that  is  cropped 
produces  surplus  crops  the  same  as  pri¬ 
vately  owned  land  in  a  farming  unit.  In 
most  States  the  same  numbered  sections 
in  each  township  were  reserved  as  State 
lands.  There  was  no  picking  and 
choosing — therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  that  State-owned  land  is  of  aver¬ 
age  quality — despite  the  fact  that  the 
rental  to  the  State  is  very  low. 
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The  cost  to  taxpayers  on  price  support 
on  wheat  from  average  New  Mexico 
cropland  in  1958 — which  was  a  good  crop 
year — would  have  been  over  $50  an  acre. 
Current  price-support  costs  on  wheat  if 
applied  to  the  long-time  average  yield  of 
wheat  of  only  8.4  bushels  per  acre  would 
amount  to  $22.68  an  acre — a  cost  about 
2.1/2  times  the  average  conservation  re¬ 
serve  annual  payment  rate  for  the  State. 

Colorado  Wheatland  had  a  1958  aver¬ 
age  wheat  yield  of  25.4  bushels — price- 
support  cost  on  that  yield  would  be  about 
$67.58  or  on  the  long-time  average  State 
wheat  yield  of  15.7  bushels,  the  price  sup¬ 
port  loss  per  acre  per  year  would  amount 
to  $42.39. 

The  facts  on  grain  sorghums  are  simi¬ 
lar:  The  Colorado  10-year  average  yield 
of  12.2  hundredweight  per  acre  would 
cause  a  price-support  cost  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  of  $21.83  an 
acre.  For  New  Mexico  grain  sorghum 
on  the  same  basis,  the  price -support  cost 
would  be  $24.55  an  acre.  With  these 
facts  there  is  only  one  logical  conclu¬ 
sion:  An  average  annual  conservation 
reserve  payment  of  about  $8  an  acre  in 
New  Mexico  and  Colorado  is  a  better  buy 
than  supporting  the  prices  of  the  wheat 
or  grain  sorghum  which  we  do  not  need. 

Statements  about  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  in  a  part  of  the  Great  Plains  are 
incomplete  without  some  facts  about  the 
regional  land  use  benefits  from  the  pro¬ 
gram.  During  this  year,  1959,  about 
10.5  millions  in  that  region  either  have 
been  or  will  be  planted  to  grass.  The 
grass  is  being  planted  in  areas  where 
the  acreage  planted  to  grains  was  ex¬ 
panded  as -a  result  of  the  last  war.  That 
land  has  not  been  converted  or  restored 
to  peacetime  use.  The  program  is  help¬ 
ing  do  that  conversion  job.  Farmers 
need  help  to  do  it  just  as  wartime  in¬ 
dustry  needed  help  to  convert  to  peace¬ 
time  operations. 

The  planting  of  forest  trees  in  parts 
of  our  country  that  are  adapted  to  tree 
planting  is  another  trend  in  land  use 
that  is  being  speeded  up  as  a  result  of 
the  conservation  reserve — outstanding 
progress  has  been  made  in  the  South¬ 
eastern  States  and  in  the  States  border¬ 
ing  the  Great  Lakes.  The  planting  of 
trees  in  former  forested  areas  in  my 
State  has  made  remarkable  progress. 

Many  farmers  who  have  been  having 
difficulty  because  of  uneconomic  size 
units,  health  or  age,  are  finding  this 
program  of  benefit.  They  can  put  all 
their  cropland  in  the  program  and  con¬ 
tinue  to  live  on  the  farm.  The  land  is 
out  of  production  and  the  farmer  can 
still  live  on  the  land. 

I  have  assurances  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  that  steps  are  being 
taken  to  limit  participation  in  areas  and 
in  counties  because  of  the  popularity 
of  the  program.  Such  limitation  is 
needed  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  local  economy.  An  effective 
limitation  will  also  spread  participation 
and  make  more  funds  available  in  places 
where  participation  is  not  now  exten¬ 
sive. 


One  other  feature  of  the  conservation 
reserve  program  which  is  worthy  of 
mention  is  the  contribution  it  is  making 
to  improved  hunting  and  fishing.  A 
survey  made  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  1955  showed  the  proportion  of 
people  who  hunt  and  fish  in  America 
make  up  a  surprising  large  percent  of 
the  total. 

For  instance,  this  survey  showed  that 
one  out  of  every  three  family  units  has 
at  least  one  member  who  hunts  or  fishes. 
Twenty-one  percent  of  all  the  people  12 
years  of  age  or  over  participated  in  the 
sport  of  hunting  and  fishing  that  year. 
The  survey  also  showed  that  interest  in 
this  fine  form  of  outdoor  recreation  is 
shared  by  people  in  urban  as  well  as 
rural  areas. 

Supplying  this  army  of  hunters  with 
places  to  hunt  and  game  to  pursue  has 
become  a  nightmare  for  the  State  game 
and  fish  departments.  In  fact,  until  the 
advent  of  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,  the  trend  of  the  past  15  years  has 
been  a  steady  decline  in  wildlife  popu¬ 
lations  as  the  Nation  has  urbanized  and 
as  agriculture  has  been  intensified. 

It  is  little  wonder  that  the  leaders  in 
the  conservation  movement  hailed  the 
conservation  reserve  with  its  promise  of 
diverting  land  from  intensive  use  for 
crop  production  to  one  of  several  uses 
which  could  contribute  to  the  welfare  of 
wildlife.  The  Izaak  Walton  League,  the 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  the  Wild¬ 
life  Management  Institute,  the  State 
game  and  fish  departments,  the  Inter¬ 
national  Association  of  Fish  and  Game 
and  Conservation  Commissioners  all 
supported  and  continue  to  support  the 
conservation  reserve  program. 

Although  in  1958  only  10  million  acres 
had  been  placed  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve,  the  wildlife  populations  in  areas 
where  3  percent  or  more  of  the  cropland 
had  been  placed  in  the  reserve,  showed 
immediate  gains. 

Sportsmen  last  fall  reported  better 
hunting  on  conservation  reserve  lands  in 
such  widely  scattered  States  as  Okla¬ 
homa,  Georgia,  Michigan,  Ohio,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Kansas,  South  Dakota,  and  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Game  and  fish  departments  reported 
increases  in  quail  in  Georgia,  Carolinas, 
and  Virginia  in  the  east;  in  Oklahoma, 
Kansas,  Texas,  and  Colorado  in  the 
South  Central  States.  Rabbit  increases 
have  been  reported  in  Missouri,  Ohio, 
Pennsylvania  and  other  States  east  of 
the  Mississippi.  In  all  of  the  areas 
where  wildlife  increases  have  been  offi¬ 
cially  reported  there  has  been  substan¬ 
tial  participation  in  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram. 

Perhaps  the  most  spectacular  im¬ 
provement  has  been  in  pheasant  num¬ 
bers  in  the  upper  Midwestern  States  of 
North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Nebraska, 
Iowa,  and  my  own  State  of  Minnesota. 
Here,  there  has  been  a  substantial  im¬ 
provement  of  pheasant  numbers  that  has 
been  correlated  with  the  percentage  of 
land  placed  in  the  conservation  reserve. 
Among  237  counties  in  the  five  States 


for  which  records  are  available  it  has 
been  found  that  the  population  of  pheas¬ 
ants  has  increased  between  1956  and 
1958  by  about  50  percent  where  less 
than  3  percent  of  the  land  has  been 
placed  in  the  reserve,  and  by  about  120 
percent  where  5  percent  or  more  of  the 
land  has  been  placed  in  the  reserve. 

Last  fall,  the  Daily  Plainsman,  Huron, 
S.  Dak.’s  fine  daily  newspaper  headlined 
the  improved  hunting  with  “Pheasants 
Plentiful  on  Soil  Bank  Land  in  Central 
South  Dakota.”  The  article  then  went 
on  to  say : 

Pheasant  hunting  in  South  Dakota  is  the 
best  this  year  that  it  has  been  for  a  long 
time.  The  bag  limit  was  boosted  to  four 
a  day  from  the  three  per  day  limit  that  has 
been  in  effect. 

A  number  of  factors  have  brought  about 
the  increase  in  pheasant  population.  A 
light  winter  last  year  coupled  with  a  good 
amount  of  cover  provided  by  much  of  the 
land  being  placed  in  the  soil  bank  added 
greatly  to  the  increase. 

Hunters  this  year  have  had  good  luck 
“driving”  the  heavy  growth  on  many  of  the 
soil  bank  acres.  Farms  with  land  in  the 
soil  bank  also  have  a  large  number  of  birds 
in  crop  fields. 

In  the  face  of  the  results  listed,  it  is 
not  surprising  that  the  wildlife  con¬ 
servation  interests  supported  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program.  My  files 
contain  much  material  documenting 
this  support  from  States  all  over  the 
country. 

The  strongest  criticism  of  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  is  that  it  has  not  gone 
far  enough.  We  may  have  been  too  cau¬ 
tious  in  our  authorizations  and  in  our 
appropriations.  When  the  appropriation 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
approved  by  the  House  we  authorized  a 
1960  program  expenditure  of  $325  mil¬ 
lion — enough  to  make  the  annual  pay¬ 
ments  on  existing  contracts  and  accept 
about  2.3  million  acres  on  new  con¬ 
tracts — that  is  less  than  800  acres  per 
county — hardly  worthwhile  to  go 
through  the  motions.  Even  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  $450  million  would  in  some  re¬ 
spects  be  inadequate  since  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  that  size  will  permit  only  about 
8  million  acres  to  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  under  new  contracts. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  accomplish¬ 
ments  with  23  million  acres  in  the  pro¬ 
gram: 

First.  Farms  on  which  all  the  crop¬ 
land  has  been  placed  in  the  Reserve — 
commonly  called  whole-farm  participa¬ 
tion — account  for  taking  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  1.8  million  acres  of  wheat  allot¬ 
ment;  439,000  acres  of  cotton  allotment, 
and  70,000  acres  of  peanut,  rice,  and  to¬ 
bacco  allotment — a  total  of  2.3  million 
acres. 

Second.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  estimates  that  the  cost  of  price  sup¬ 
port  for  commodities  normally  grown  on 
the  23  million  acres  in  the  program 
would  be  more  than  twice  as  much  as 
the  cost  of  the  conservation  reserve. 

The  following  table  shows  the  esti¬ 
mated  savings  by  crops: 
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Comparison  of  (a)  conservation  reserve  program  costs  with  (b)  estimated  losses  to  Government  which  would  have  been  incurred  under  price- 
support  programs  if  acreages  in  conservation  reserve  had  been  devoted  to  normal  uses  and  if  all  the  applicable  production  from  those 
acres  had  entered  price  support  and  (c)  estimated  total  price-support  acquisitions  if  all  the  applicable  production  from  those  acres  had 
entered  price  support 

[Figures  in  thousands! 


(a)  Estimated  reduction  in  production 
on  conservation  reserve  acreage  * 


(b)  Estimated  Government  price  support 
losses  tor  acquisitions  5 


(c)  Estimated  Government  price  support 
acquisitions  6 


Commodity 


Corn . 

Wheat.. . . . 

Cotton,  upland _ 

Peanuts 6 _ 

Eice  6 . . 

Oats _ _ _ 

Barley _ _ 

Soybeans . . . 

Grain  sorghum _ 

Flaxseed _ 

Beans,  dry  edible _ 

Tobacco _ 

Potatoes,  Irish _ 

Vegetables _ 

Hay  and  pasture . 

Total  price  support. 
Estimated  conservation 
reserve  costs  per  an¬ 
num.8 

Savings  indicated  by  con¬ 
servation  reserve  ap¬ 
proach. 


Unit 

1957  2 

1958  2 

1959  3 

1960  at 
$325, 
000,000 
authori¬ 
zation  * 

1960  at 
$450, 
000,000 
auth  ori- 
zation 8 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960  at 
$325, 
000,000 
authori¬ 
zation 

1960  at 
$450, 
000,000 
authori¬ 
zation 

1957 

1958 

1959 

I960  at 
$325, 
000,000 
authori¬ 
zation 

1960  at 
$450, 
000,000 
authori¬ 
zation 

Bushel . 

32. 936 

57,  732 

142, 671 

154,083 

189, 074 

$66,  728 

$114,  656 

$249, 104 

$265, 947 

$326,  341 

$96,  370 

$106, 615 

$377,  508 

$404,  622 

$496,  508 

_ do_  _ . 

9, 399 

17,  845 

45,002 

48, 602 

59, 639 

27, 163 

48,  360 

121,506 

129, 282 

158,640 

40, 040 

72.  80S 

183, 159 

195,  867 

240,  345 

Bale  _ 

69 

146 

378 

403 

501 

2,  175 

6,  371 

14,  925 

15, 293 

18,  779 

10,  239 

23,  434 

59, 102 

62.  976 

77,  331 

Pound _ _ 

27,  051 

57,  608 

103,  786 

112, 088 

137, 542 

1,  696 

3,  379 

5,  086 

4,932 

6, 052 

3,049 

6,262 

10,  275 

10,  536 

12,  929 

Hundredweight- 

9 

30 

140 

151 

186 

21 

64 

290 

316 

388 

55 

177 

815 

882 

1,086 

Bushel . . 

37,  676 

71,470 

123,  780 

133, 681 

164, 039 

28,  935 

54,  889 

81,448 

87,  961 

107,  938 

47,  019 

89. 195 

140,  802 

152, 128 

186,  677 

_ do_  . . 

9,  825 

17,912 

36,  178 

39, 072 

47,  945 

16,  093 

28,981 

52,  748 

56,  967 

69,  904 

22,  283 

40,  266 

75,  540 

81,  582 

100,  109 

3,  712 

6,750 

18,  389 

19,860 

24,  370 

2,739 

4,  982 

9,158 

7,904 

9,  700 

9,532 

17,  335 

42,  810 

44,  248 

54, 297 

Hundredweight. 

30,  043 

47,  301 

46,  677 

50,411 

61,  859 

64,  082 

99,  474 

83,  629 

90,  387 

110,913 

86,  314 

134, 477 

118, 233 

127, 691 

156, 689 

Bushel  _ 

747 

2,  288 

3,391 

3,  662 

4,  494 

728 

1,913 

1,478 

1,633 

2,  005 

2,  327 

6,  809 

8,735 

9,470 

11.622 

Hundredweight. 

■  240 

313 

672 

726 

891 

392 

471 

454 

1,071 

1.315 

1,  556 

1,989 

3,713 

4,  592 

5,636 

Pound _ _ 

2,  299 

4,  969 

14,913 

16, 106 

19.763 

(0 

<7) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(') 

(2) 

Hundredweight. 

2.  445 

3,848 

7,206 

7.  782 

9,  550 

(') 

(’) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(’) 

(2) 

(7) 

(') 

(') 

P) 

(7) 

(’) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(’) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

Ton . 

684 

1,389 

5,  605 

60,53 

7,428 

(7) 

(') 

(2) 

(2) 

(’) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

(2) 

•  210,  752 

363,  540 

619,  889 

661,693 

811,  975 

318,  784 

559, 367 

1,  020.  752 

1,  094,  594 

1,  343,  229 

65'  000 

94,  300 

303, 200 

313,  200 

404;  000 

145,  752 

269, 240 

316,  689 

348, 493 

407,  975 

1  It  is  estimated  production  would  be  greater  by  these  amounts  without  a  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  program. 

3  Based  on  AMS  yields  those  years  adjusted  for  location  and  quality  of  conservation 
reserve  land. 

»  Based  on  1954-58  AMS  yields  adjusted  for  location  and  quality  of  conservation 
reserve  land. 

*  Assumes  1960  new  acres  will  have  same  location  and  quality  pattern  as  for  1959. 

8  Estimated  acquisitions  consist  of  the  quantities  indicated  in  the  various  years  at 
the  aruounced  price-support  rate  and  estimated  added  costs  for  storage,  handling, 


transportation  and  interest  until  final  disposition.  Losses  represent  the  difference 
between  these  acquisitions  and  the  estimated  returns  to  the  Government  on  com¬ 
modities  disposed  of  by  CCC  under  export  and  domestic  sales  for  dollars,  barter 
(export)  and  payment-in-kind  (export). 

*  Peanuts  are  farmers’  stock  basis;  rice  is  rough  basis. 

7  No  estimates  made  for  tobacco,  potatoes,  vegetables,  other  minor  crops,  livestock, 
poultry,  honey,  or  products  thereof. 

8  Includes  total  rental  and  conservation  practice  cost-share  obligation  divided  by 
average  number  of  years  per  contract. 


Third.  All  of  the  23  million  acres  will 
be  protected  by  grass,  trees,  or  special 
plantings  for  wildlife.  Over  15  million 
acres  of  the  total  will  be  planted  to  grass 
and  almost  1.9  million  acres  to  trees. 
Cover  especially  for  the  improvement  of 
wildlife  habitat  will  go  on  165,000 
acres.  About  5  million  acres  were  al¬ 
ready  in  acceptable  cover,  and  that  will 
be  kept.  This  is  the  first  major  reversal 
of  the  trend  to  destroy  wildlife  habitat  in 
our  rural  areas. 

Another  fact  that  should  not  be  over¬ 
looked  is  that  as  the  number  of  acres 
of  cropland  placed  in  the  program  in¬ 
creases  the  productivity  of  the  land 
placed  under  contract  increases.  The 
poorer  land  goes  in  first,  and  the  better 
land  follows.  Therefore,  an  expanded 
program  can  be  expected  to  be  even  more 
effective  in  production  adjustments. 

The  Center  for  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  at  Iowa  State  College  recently  re¬ 
ported  that  at  least  45  million  acres 
should  be  retired  to  balance  production 
with  consumption.  If  we  want  to  reduce 
surpluses  we  must  go  even  further.  The 
goal  we  should  be  aiming  at  should  be  at 
least  60  million  acres  taken  out  of  pro¬ 
duction.  A  goal  of  as  much  as  80  mil¬ 
lion  acres  would  cost  $1,320  million  a 
year  against  costs  of  $2.5  billion  now  es¬ 
timated  for  allotments,  quotas,  storage, 
and  disposal. 

Reliable  studies  show  that  an  adequate 
conservation  reserve  program  would  re¬ 
sult  in — 

First.  The  abolishment  of  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and  marketing  quotas. 


Second.  A  reduced  need  for  price  sup¬ 
ports  since  there  would  be  no  market 
glutting  surpluses. 

Third.  Fair  prices  could  be  established 
in  the  marketplace. 

Fourth.  The  land  in  the  program 
would  be  conserved — timber  production 
would  be  increased. 

Fifth.  Fewer  floods  and  clearer 
streams — more  fish  and  more  fishing. 

Sixth.  More  wildlife  with  increased 
recreational  opportunities. 

Seventh.  Permanent  land-use  adjust¬ 
ments  which  would  create  stable  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions. 

Eighth.  The  reduction  of  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  for  agriculture. 

I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  authorization  of  $375  million 
for  a  1960  conservation  reserve.  That  is 
the  minimum  we  can  do  at  this  time.  I 
also  urge  all  the  Members  to  give  serious 
thought  to  legislation  to  extend  and  sub¬ 
stantially  expand  the  program. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  30:  Page  28,  line 
15,  strike  out  “ Provided  further,  That  no 
funds  appropriated  in  this  section  shall  be 
used  to  process  a  Commodity  Credit  loan 
which  is  in  excess  of  $50,000”  and  insert 

Provided  further,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or 
carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960 
under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  support 
in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended 


through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agree¬ 
ments  made  or  made  available  by  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person  on  the 
1960  production  of  all  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  (2)  That  the  term  ‘person’  shall  mean 
an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust,  es¬ 
tate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof,  (3)  That  in  the  case  of  any  loan  to, 
or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but 
the  amount  of  price  support  made  available 
to  any  person  through  such  cooperative  mar¬ 
keting  organization  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  amount  of  price  support  re¬ 
ceived  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such 
limitation,  and  (4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing 
such  rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
numbered  30,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  concur  there¬ 
in  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu 
of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  Providing  further,  (1)  That  no  part 
of  this  authorization  shafl  be  used  to  form¬ 
ulate  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program 
for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount  of  price 
support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  ex¬ 
tended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  pur¬ 
chase  agreements  made  or  made  available 
by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any 
person  on  the  1960  production  of  any  agri- 


/ 


11199 


1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


cultural  commodity  declared  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  be  in  surplus  supply,  unless  (a)  such 
person  shall  reduce  his  production  of  such 
commodity  from  that  which  such  person 
produced  the  preceding  year,  in  such  per¬ 
centage,  not  to  exceed  20  percent,  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential  to 
bring  production  in  line  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  with  that  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic 
and  foreign  demands,  plus  adequate  reserves, 
or  (b)  such  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all 
amounts  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for 
any  agricultural  commodity  within  12 
months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such 
funds  or  at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary 
may  determine, 

“(2)  That  the  term  ‘person’  shall  mean 
an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust, 
estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  po¬ 
litical  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof, 

“(3)  That  is  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or 
purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  or¬ 
ganization,  or  with  regard  to  price  support 
on  an  agricultural  commodity  extended  by 
purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity 
from,  or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  per¬ 
sons  other  than  the  producers  of  such  com¬ 
modity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 
other  persons,  but  the  amount  of  price  sup¬ 
port  made  available  to  any  person  through 
such  cooperative  marketing  organiaztion  or 
other  persons  shall  be  included  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation, 
and 

“(4)  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules 
as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
provision.” 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Senate  provision,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
conferees,  would  have  been  completely 
unworkable.  The  language  substituted 
and  agreed  on  by  the  conference  changes 
the  provision  for  tdafi  .purpose  of  enabling 
)  the  Secretary,  notwithstanding  the 

limitation  of  $50,000  on  a  nonrecourse 
basis,  to  support  the  total  production  of 
^  any  commodity  under  price  supports, 

using  the  general  authority  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  or  the  De¬ 
partment,  if  need  be. 

This  is  intended,  whether  such  com¬ 
modity  is  supported  by  loans  or  pur¬ 
chases,  and  whether  title  to  such  com¬ 
modity  would  normally  pass  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  under  existing  law  prior  to  this 
modification  or  not.  This  intent  is  par¬ 
ticularly  significant  with  regard  to 
option  A  cotton  where  the  producer 
shall  be  granted  the  benefits  of  either 
subsection  (a)  or  (b)  of  section  1. 

Section  4  of  this  paragraph  is  worded 
in  general  and  broad  terms  in  order  that 
the  Secretary  may  do  all  things  neces¬ 
sary  to  preserve  orderly  marketing  of  the 
total  production  of  any  price-supported 
commodity  and  to  retain  to  the  pro¬ 


ducer  his  right  to  support  on  all  produc¬ 
tion  above  $50,000,  under  the  terms  of 
either  subsection  (a)  or  (b) .  Among 
other  things,  this  would  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  make  loans,  or  advances,  in¬ 
stead  of  making  outright  purchase  and 
taking  title. 

This  inclusion  of  the  provision  is  not 
to  be  taken  to  any  way  affect  existing 
rights  of  farmers  or  producers  to  change 
or  to  reconstitute  farms  or  operations, 
or  to  take  any  other  actions  which  they 
now  have  the  right  to  take  under  exist¬ 
ing  law.  Particular  reference  is  hereby 
made  to  special  hearings  held  on  June  9, 
1959,  where  the  Secretary  testified  with 
regard  to  these  rights. 

The  Senate  language  would  have  in¬ 
cluded  dairy  products  and  several  others 
without  any  provision  to  handle  the 
problem  where  supports  are  carried  out 
by  purchases  from  persons  other  than 
the  original  producer.  The  conferees 
have  modified  section  3  so  as  to  enable 
the ‘Secretary  to  continue  price  supports 
for~aIT  products  so  handled.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  section  4  gives  the  Secretary  the 
widest  latitude  to  meet  problems  of  this 
kind.  . 

At  this  time,  I  also  wish  to  point  out 
that  the  conferees  have  provided 
$1,100,000  for  a  laboratory  at  Mississippi 
State  University  for  work  on  boll  weevil 
and  other  cotton  insects  and  pests.  As 
pointed  out  in  our  report  last  year,  it  is 
estimated  that  during  the  15 -year  period 
from  1940-54,  the  boll  weevil  destroyed 
cotton  and  cottonseed  valued  at  $2,257 
billion.  It  is  further  estimated  that  over 
$75  million  is  spent  by  farmers  each  year 
for  boll  weevil  poison  applied  in  the 
fields. 

Plans  for  this  laboratory  were  initia¬ 
ted  by  the  House  report  of  last  year 
where  we  urged  the  Secretary  to  review 
this  matter  and  recommend  concrete 
proposals  for  meeting  this  problem.  An 
additional  $25,000  was  specifically  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  last  year  for  such  a  study 
and  report. 

It  is  my  belief  that  this  might  well 
prove  to  be  one  of  the  best  investments 
the  Government  has  ever  made. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mi*.  Speaker,  I  wonder 
if  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  in 
the  revision  of  his  remarks,  will  make 
sure  that  a  very  careful  explanation  of 
this  amendment  No.  30  involving  limi¬ 
tations  is  inserted  for  the  information 
of  all  those  who  are  interested  in  this 
important  matter.  I  have  opposed  limi¬ 
tations  on  the  support  program.  The 
House  conferees  have  succeeded  in  tre¬ 
mendously  improving  the  language  car¬ 
ried  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 
I  think  it  is  very  important  that  a  clear 
statement  of  the  situation  be  made  by 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
say  that  I  expect  to  do  that.  And  may 
I  say  to  the  House  that  this  language 
has  been  carefully  worked  out  in  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  make  it  possible  for  the  agri¬ 
cultural  industry  of  this  country  to 
live  within  the  limitations  that  were 
voted  by  both  the  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  It  is  an  effort,  again  a  very  care¬ 
ful  effort,  to  protect  orderly  marketing 
and  to  enable  the  Department  to  con¬ 
strue  these  provisions  as  liberally  as  the 
circumstances  require  to  save  all  the 
rights  in  existing  law  that  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  save. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  With  respect  to  the 
conference  report  which  has  already 
been  adopted,  there  has  been  some  feel¬ 
ing  among  people  in  the  Southwest  that 
the  funds  for  the  Great  Plains  conser¬ 
vation  program  were  probably  not  ade¬ 
quate.  I  am  most  anxious  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  not  be  retarded.  I  believe  that  the 
amount  agreed  to  in  conference  is  above 
the  figure  agreed  to  in  the  House.  My 
question  is.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  feel  that  the  program  can 
progress  in  an  orderly  way  with  the 
funds  provided  in  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  certainly  do.  This 
figure  in  the  conference  report  is  the 
same  amount  that  they  had  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  year  .  However,  in  addition  to  that 
there  will  be  a  considerable  carryover  of 
funds.  So  this  program  should  be  ade¬ 
quately  provided  for. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include 
tables.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  simply 
want  to  say  that  I  am  in  agreement 
with  the  refined  language  which  comes 
to  us  from  the  conference  committee  on 
the  $50,000  limitation  on  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  loans.  On  June  9 
our  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  called  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson,  and  his  as¬ 
sociates  before  us  to  discuss  this  $50,- 
000  limitation.  While  most  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  this  hearing  escaped  public 
notice,  I  should  like  to  have  reprinted 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  several  of 
the  tables  relative  to  this  limitation 
which  are  very  illuminating.  The  latest 
figures  available  are  for  the  crop  year 
1958  and,  unfortunately,  do  not  include 
the  two  basic  ci’ops  of  cotton  and  corn, 
but  nevertheless,  I  believe  what  figures 
are  available  are  very  interesting. 
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Price  support  commodity  loans  of  $ 50,000  or  more,  related  to  total  loans  made,  1958  crop 


June  30 


Commodity  and  unit 

Loans  of  $50,000  or  more 

Total  loans  made 

Percent  of  loans  over  $50,000  to 
total  loans  made 

Number 
of  loans 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Number 
of  loans 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Number 
of  loans 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Thousand 

Thousand 

units 

Thousands 

units 

Thousands 

Barley . . 

. . bushels.. 

22 

5,738 

$5, 908 

59, 177 

86,  245 

$76, 106 

0.04 

6. 65 

7.  76 

Beans,  dry  edible . . . 

.hundredweight.. 

7 

275 

2,059 

5, 839 

3,200 

20, 846 

.  12 

8.59 

9.  88 

Flaxseed . . . 

1 

23 

79 

24,  423 

11,525 

31,  676 

0 

.20 

.25 

Grain  sorghum . 

.hundredweight.- 

20 

754 

1,452 

186, 653 

145,  934 

275,  722 

.01 

.52 

..53 

Oats... . . . 

2 

468 

314 

39,  723 

68,  966 

38,  515 

.01 

.68 

.82 

. . .  pounds.. 

73 

3,  466 

366 

Rice . . . . . 

.hundredweight.. 

36 

2,  112 

10,  370 

3,  763 

8,  305 

41, 004 

.96 

25.43 

25.29 

Rye. . . . . 

_ bushels.. 

10,  496 

8, 645 

8,  745 

Soybeans . . . . 

23 

991 

2,070 

146,  387 

125,  560 

256,  273 

.02 

.79 

.81 

Wheat. . . . 

117 

5,264 

9, 159 

476,  419 

555,  698 

1,011,888 

.02 

.95 

.91 

Honev  ..  . 

nounds 

152 

6,543 

530 

Note.— Comparable  data  for  other  commodities  will  not  be  available  until  after  July  15,  1959. 


Designated  Basic  Agricultural  Commodities 

Total  production  on  farms  having  acreage  required  to  produce  enough  crop  to  be  eligible  for  $50,000  of  price  support  and  production  in  excess 

of  maximum  permitted  thereunder 


Tobacco: 

Burley _ 

Flue-cured . 

Peanuts _ _ 

Wheat _ 

Cotton  (choice  A)2 _ 

Com,  commercial  area. 
Rice . 


Estimated 
number  of 
farms  1 


Total 

estimated 

production 


Production 
in  excess  of 
maximum 
permitted 
under 


$50,000 

limitation 


_ pounds.. 

j _ do _ 

_ _ do _ 

_ bushels.. 

.500-pound  bale.. 

_ bushels.. 

.hundredweight.. 


12 

1, 529, 500 

237 

33,114,275 

24 

18, 073,  536 

600 

25,  469, 000 

2,000 

1,  600, 000 

102 

5, 374,  000 

537 

10,  705, 000 

447,580 
11,464,325 
5, 694,  768 
8,  530, 000 
950,000 
820,  000 
4,  430,  000 


1  Total  number  of  estimated  allotment  farms  and/or  producers,  3,512. 

2  For  the  1959  cotton  crop,  there  were  1,017  farms  that  had  original  choice  (A) 
allotments  of  500  acres  or  more.  The  original  choice  (A)  allotments  on  these  farms 
totaled  918,258  acres.  Using  the  3-year,  1956-58,  average  yield  per  acre  on  a  State 
basis,  the  production  on  these  farms  computes  to  about  1,100,000  bales. 

The  only  allotment  statistics  available  for  smaller  farms  which  may  be  affected 
by  the  $50,000  limitation  is  for  farms  having  1959  allotments  between  100  and 
499.9  acres.  There  were  23,044  farms  that  had  original  1959  choice  (A)  allotments 
in  this  group  to  which  a  total  of  3,993,757  acres  were  originally  allotted.  On  the 
basis  of  a  rough  estimate  it  is  not  improbable  that  about  1,000  of  these  farms,  mostly 


in  California  and  Arizona,  could  be  affected  by  the  $50,000  limitation.  The  total 
choice  (A)  allotments  on  these  1,000  farms  is  estimated  at  about  300,000  acres.  Using 
the  3-year  average  State  yields,  a  production  of  500,000  bales  is  computed.  About 
500  additional  farms,  mostly  in  the  delta  area,  have  allotments  large  enough  to  pro¬ 
duce  cotton  to  tlie  point  that  the  $50,000  limitation  would  be  effective;  however, 
most  of  these  farms  have  more  than  one  producer,  which  fact  would  make  the 
limitation  inapplicable. 

On  the  basis  of  these  statistics  a  total  of  about  1,200,000  acres  of  allotment  on  2,000 
farms  could  be  affected  by  the  $50,000  limitation.  The  computed  production  for 
these  farms  is  1,600,000  bales. 


Price  support  loans  made  on  1958  crops,  dollar  size  distribution 


Barley: 

Under  $500. . 

$500  to  $999.99 . 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99.. 
$1,500. to  $1,999.99.. 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99.. 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99.. 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99.. 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99.. 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99-. 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 . 

Total . 


Beans,  dry,  edible: 

Under  $500 . . 

$500  to  $999.99 . 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99.. 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99.. 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99.. 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99.. 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99.. 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99.  . 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99.  . 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 . 

Total . 


Number  of 
loans 

Quantity 

Amount 

Number  of 
loans 

Quantity 

Amount 

18, 765 

Bushels 

6,  668,  566 

$5,  621,  822.  46 

Flaxseed: 

Under  $500. . . 

5,682 

Bushels 
695, 412 

$1, 866, 896. 59 

18,  484 

15, 472, 812 

13,  431,  797.  46 

$500  to  $999.99- . 

7,615 

2, 066, 198 

5,  581,  292.  25 

8,844 

12,  360,  463 

10, 814,  972. 06 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99 . . . 

4,679 

2,113,799 

5,  733,  046.  54 

4,  862 

9,  575,  874 
6,  848,  903 

8,  393,  877.  05 

$1,500  to  $1,999.99. . . 

2,  537 

1,611,  186 

4,  3S1,  320.  34 

2, 687 

5,995,717.  21 

$2,  000  to  $2,499.  99 . 

1,484 

1,  209,  749 

3,  294,  650.  69 

1,575 

4,  878,  388 
6,  533,  866 

4,  291,  886.  87 

$2,500  to  $2,999.99 . . 

783 

781,  782 

2, 130, 810.  59 

1,  666 

5,  731,  048.  55 

$3,000  to  $3,999.99 . . 

S15 

1,  023,  673 

2,  788. 140.  65 

843 

4,  286,  209 

3,  747,716.  73 

$4,000  to  $4,999.99 . 

354 

573,  291 

1,  567,  372.  22 

1,083 

8,  395,  750 

7,  302, 197.  74 

$5,000  to  $9,999.99 . . 

349 

806,  693 

2,207,  061.90 

283 

4,  664,  399 
862,  510 

4,  004,  244.  00 

$10,000  to  $24,999.99 . 

120 

584, 113 

1,  864,  909.  79 

25 

807,  028.  82 

$25,000  to  $49,999.99 . . . . 

4 

35,  789 

121,325.  84 

23 

5,  797,  474 

5, 962,  952.  93 

Over  $50,000 . 

1 

23,  235 

78,  766. 38 

59, 140 

86, 245,  214 

76, 105,  261.  88 

Total . 

24,  423 

11,  524,  920 

31, 675,  593.  78 

314 

Hundred¬ 

weight 

18,003 

111,  355.14 

Grain  sorghum: 

Under  $500 . . . . 

62,  648 

Hundred¬ 

weight 

9, 214, 434 

17,  769, 894.  63 

768 

95, 117 

578,  812.  96 

$500  to  $999.99... . 

47,  768 

17, 906, 269 

34,  569, 140.  98 

896 

173,  341 

1,  129, 259.  02 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... . 

25,  648 

16,  364,  635 

31,  352,  977.  50 

725 

202,  749 

1,  265,  513.  33 

$1,500  to  $1,999.99.. . 

14,  074 

12,  807,  894 

24, 380,  876.  91 

558 

200,  380 

1,  256,  287.  91 

$2,  000  to  $2,499.99 . 

9,  628 

11, 269,  286 

21,510,  723.37 

472 

206, 336 

1, 297,  086.  34 

$2,500  to  $2,999.99 . 

5,  904 

8,  525,  295 

16, 098, 028.  90 

675 

373, 217 

2,  332,  258.  58 

$3,000  to  $3,999.99.. . 

6,825 

12,  653,  918 

23,  534,  722.  71 

415 

294,  833 

1,  854,  865.  98 

$4,000  to  $4,999.99.. . . . 

4,281 

10, 296, 161 

19,  087,  865.  26 

693 

729,  421 

4,  676,  258. 27 

$5,000  to  $9,999.99.. . 

7,401 

27, 190,  667 

50,  690,  636.  65 

275 

589,  462 

3,  994,  833.  27 

$10,000  to  $24,999.99 . 

2,331 

16,  959, 036 

31,  382,  758.  85 

8 

41,  767 

290,  359.  48 

$25,000  to  $49,999.99.. . 

118 

2,053, 177 

3,  840,  976.  64 

7 

274,  680 

2,  058,  775. 44 

Over  $50,000.  . . 

21 

783,  132 

1, 503,  779.  62 

5,806 

3, 199, 306 

20, 845,  665.  72 

Total . . 

186,  647 

145, 933,  904 

275,  722. 382.  02 

1959 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 

Price  support  loans  made  on  1958  crops,  dollar  size  distribution  Continued 


11201 


Number  of 
loans 


Honey: 

Under  $500 . 

$500  to  $999.99 _ 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99... 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99... 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99... 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99... 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99... 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99... 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 _ 


Total. 


Oats: 

Under  $500 _ 

$500  to  $999.99 _ 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... 
'  $1,500  to  $1,999.99... 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99.  .. 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99... 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99... 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99  ... 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99.  _. 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 - 


Total. 


Peanuts: 1 

Under  $500 . 

$500  to  $999.99 _ 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99... 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99. -. 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99... 
'  $3,000  to  $3, 999.99. — 

$4,000  to  $4,999.99... 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99. .. 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 - 


Total. 


Rice: 

Under  $.500 . 

$500  to  $999.99 . 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99. 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99. 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99. 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99. 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99. 


5 

28 

lfi 

15 

13 

13 

21 

9 

23 

9 


152 


Quantity 


Pounds 
16, 445 
215,  412 
200,430 
279,  455 
299,  695 
368,  940 
759,  385 
428,  505 
1,  653,  630 
1, 321,  320 


Amount 


$1, 532.  41 
21,011.78 
20, 048.  64 

26,  538. 31 

27,  957.  92 
35,  204.  78 
73,  559.  22 
39,  587.  57 

159,  091. 12 
125,  799.  96 


14,  016 
14,  020 
5,691 
2,596 
1,287 
708 
707 
334 
365 
83 
8 
2 


39,  716 


73 


6 

119 

134 

148 

151 

153 

358 


5,  543,  217 

Bushels 
8, 061,  449 
18,  017,  569 
12,  342,  477 
8,  020,  894 
5, 097,  069 

3,  441,  695 

4,  343,  865 
2,  604,  073 
4,  214,  948 
1, 938,  542 

414,  542 
468,  379 


68, 965,  502 


Pounds 
12,  524 
49,  222 
91, 190 
83, 127 
164,  274 
77,  327 
322, 139 
263,  715 
910,  260 
1, 173,  879 
318,  739 


3,  466,  396 


530,  331.  71 


4, 439, 685. 70 
9,  927,  057.  26 
6,  815, 169.  05 
4, 459,  362.  47 
2,  854,  490. 15 

1,  931,  697.  97 

2,  413, 158.  01 

1,  483,  550.  54 

2,  422,  620.  28 
1, 187,  270.  57 

267, 198.  51 
314, 094. 74 


Number  of 
loans 


Rice— Continued 

$4,000  to  $4,999.99  — 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99. - 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 - 


Total. 


38, 515, 355.  25 


Rye: 

Under  $500 _ 

$500  to  $999.99 _ 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99... 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99... 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99... 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99... 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99... 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99. . . 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 _ .... 


1, 331.25 
5, 123. 18 
9,  900.  29 
9,  043.  60 
17,  539.  95 
8,  354.  05 
32,  360.  60 
27,  829.  97 
94,  838.  67 
125,  698,  48 
34,  017.  02 


366, 037. 06 


Hundred¬ 
weight 
4,077 
20, 077 
37,  571 
55,  943 
70,  522 
88, 922 
264,  763 


18, 651.  66 
92,  269.  28 
172, 022.  35 
260, 475. 97 
340,  206.  53 
421,  206.  33 
1,  254,  634.  30 


Total. 


Soybeans: 

Under  $500 . 

$500  to  $999.99 . 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99—. 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99— 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99... 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99. .. 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99... 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99. _. 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 . 


Total. 


Wheat: 

Under  $500 - 

$500  to  $999.99 - 

$1,000  to  $1,499.99... 
$1,500  to  $1,999.99... 
$2,000  to  $2,499.99... 
$2,500  to  $2,999.99... 
$3,000  to  $3,999.99. .. 
$4,000  to  $4,999.99... 
$5,000  to  $9,999.99... 
$10,000  to  $24,999.99. 
$25,000  to  $49,999.99. 
Over  $50,000 _ 


344 

1,119 

964 

119 

37 


3,  706 


4, 873 
3,188 
1, 150 
520 
297 
157 
127 
59 
96 
28 
1 


10,  496 


23,  354 
31,  967 
30,  962 
21,  772 
12,  630 
7,650 
8.502 
4,048 
4,  567 
835 
63 
20 


Total. 


146,  370 


75, 579 
106, 462 
79,  467 
59, 178 
37, 337 
25,  547 
35, 074 
19, 280 
29,  082 
8,623 
642 
116 


476,  387 


Quantity 


Hundred¬ 
weight 
317, 359 
1, 648, 894 
2, 924,  225 
749,  771 
2, 122, 968 


Amount 


$1, 540, 969.  70 
8, 083, 422.  74 
14,  561,  774.  23 
3, 778, 254. 98 
10, 480,  314. 65 


8,  305, 092 

Bushels 
1, 385, 513 
2, 308, 671 
1, 393,  870 
888,  867 
641, 145 
421,  372 
419,  287 
250,  351 
594,  201 
297,  552 
44,074 


8,  644, 903 

Bushels 
3,  969,  338 
15,  550, 423 
18,  820,  334 
18,  583,  513 

13,  780, 867 
10,  207,  022 

14.  264,  585 
8,  662,  811 

14,  392, 106 
5,  453,  622 
931, 123 
940,  114 


41, 004, 102. 72 


1, 351, 776. 13 
2, 296,  606.  58 
1,  400,  772.  04 
894, 148.  06 
654,  250.  52 
428, 339.  84 
430,  644.  36 
261,  870.  69 
641,  249.  87 
340,  677. 84 
44, 074.  00 


8,  744,  409. 92 


7, 883,  532. 45 
31, 238.  677. 39 
38, 096, 375. 32 
37,  838, 067. 30 
28, 141,  660.  55 
20, 897, 360. 80 
29,  299,  470.  24 
17,  894, 120.  48 
29,  750,  021. 07 
11,  295,  774.  98 
1,  975, 115.  33 
1, 962,  941. 82 


125,  559, 898 

Bushels 
12, 823, 112 
42,  625,  322 
53,  053, 825 
55,  592, 955 
45,  330,  009 
38,  061,  573 
66,  457,  278 
46,990,847 
109,  456, 390 
68, 101,  594 
11,947,886 
5, 257,  518 


256, 273, 117. 73 


555, 698, 209 


23,  778, 
79, 174, 
98, 195, 
102,  555, 
83,  554, 
69,  866, 
121,  390, 
85,  588, 
196,  843, 
121, 177, 
20,  642, 
9, 117, 


904. 34 
910. 04 
610. 28 

733. 34 
817.  77 
627. 70 
589.  61 
823.06 
946. 38 
535.  86 
878.  66 
417.  98 


1,  Oil,  887, 795. 02 


}  Farm-stored  only. 


1958  crop  price  support  commodity  loans  of  $50,000  or  more,  by  producer 

BEANS,  DRV  EDIBLE  (HUNDREDWEIGHT) 


Producer 


Arlington  Cattle  Co.  et  al... 

Westlake  Farms,  Inc . 

Giffen,  Inc - - 

Salyer  Land  Co _ 

South  Lake  Farms - 

Five  Points  Ranch,  Inc - 

Calflax  Co.,  Inc - - 

Employee  Enterprises,  Inc.. 
Jack  Harris,  Inc . . 


J.  G.  Stoneland  Co - 

Harnish  Five  Points,  Inc.. 

W.  H.  Davenport  et  al - 

Gilkey  Farms,  Inc... . 

John  Kochergen  et  al - 

Newhall  Land  &  Farming. 
Anderson  Clayton  &  Co... 
Campbell  Farming  Corp — 

Stewart  Bros - - 

Robert  F.  Reimers  et  al — 

C.  E.  Dilse _ _ — 

Tuiana  Farms . . 


Address 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

Arlington,  Ariz - 

112,  408 

$112,408.00 

Straford,  Calif . . 

1, 086, 125 

1, 140,  431.  70 

1,  063,  720 

1, 115,  860.  72 

936,  541 

951,  076.  70 

383,  333 

398,  666.  68 

300,  725 

314, 990.  08 

298,  744 

313,  681.  20 

254,  367 

267,  085.  35 

245,  289 

257,  553.  45 

San  Francisco,  Calif . 

188,  510 

193,  280.  21 

Firebaugh,  Calif - 

114,  015 

122,  942.  34 

99,  543 

104,  520. 15 

77,  388 

80,  952.  69 

61,  691 

64,  775.  55 

60,  859 

61,  865.  28 

55,  771 

58,  559.  55 

Firebaugh,  Calif - 

48,  519 

51,430. 14 

47,  844 

50,  235.  72 

73,  867 

53, 184.  24 

69,  466 

52, 099.  50 

59, 119 

54,  389.  48 

61,  673 

50,  571.  86 

Worden,  Oreg - 

97, 957 

92,  392.  34 

Producer 

Address 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

Bean  Growers _ 

California  Lima  Bean  Growers 
Association. 

Harold  T.  Segerstrom  et  al . 

Walter  Awe . . — 

Western  Bean  Growers. . . . 

Michigan  Cooperative  Bean 
Marketing  Association. 
Washington  Cooperative 
Farmer  Association. 

Sacramento,  Calif - 

Oxnard,  Calif - 

Santa  Ana,  Calif - - 

Crows  Landing,  Calif — 

Denver,  Colo - 

Lansing,  Mich - - 

Seattle,  Wash - 

82, 219 
57, 096 

11,200 
6, 868 
8, 697 
61, 600 

48,000 

$567, 944. 35 
520, 039. 80 

106, 960. 00 
56, 039. 40 
50, 919.  89 
441, 672. 00 

315, 200. 00 

FLAXSEED  (BUSHELS) 

Moiola  Bros - 

Brawley,  Calif - 

23,235 

$78,766.38 

OATS  (BUSHEL) 

Porthill,  Idaho - 

112, 102 
356,367 

$66, 140. 18 
247, 954.  56 

Tuiana  Farms . . . 

Worden,  Oreg - 

11202 
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June  30 


Producer 

Address 

Quantity 

Amount 

Producer 

Address 

Quantity 

Amount 

pledged 

pledged 

BICE  (HUNDREDWEIGHT) 


WHEAT  (BUSHELS) 


Arkansas  Rice  Growers  Co¬ 
operative  Association. 

Stuttgart,  Ark . . 

_ do _ _ _ _ 

Craighead  Rice  Milling  Co - 

W.  B.  Bynum  Cooperative  Co. 
Rcd  Bud  Farms,  Inc _ 

Jonesboro,  Ark . . 

Dermott,  Ark . . 

Wabash,  Ark . . 

W.  F.  Hurley.--.. _ _ 

Diaz,  Ark . . 

Dawson  Farms,  Inc _ 

Louisville,  Ky  L . . 

Walnut  Ridge,  Ark _ 

Brinkley,  Ark . 

Arkansas  State  Penitentiary... . 

Grady  Ark _ 

DeWitt,  Ark.__  _ 

Farmers  Rice  Growers  Co¬ 
operative. 

Central  Valley  Rice  Growers... 

West  Sacramento,  Calif. 

Stockton.  Calif. . . 

Woodland,  Calif _ 

Louisiana  Rice  Growers,  Inc.. . 

Crowley,  La _ 

Gueydin,  La _ 

Lawrence  E.  LeJeune  et.  al _ 

Elton,  La _ 

Shaw,  Miss _ 

Hollandaln,  Miss  _ 

Allen  Gray  Estate _ 

Benoit,  Miss _ 

Greenwood,  Miss _ 

J.  C.  O’Neal . . . 

Cleveland,  Miss _ 

Edna,  Tex _ 

Dayton,  Tex _ 

El  Campo,  Tex _ 

Angleton,  Tex _ _ 

El  Campo,  Tex _ 

_ do _ _  _ 

B.  H.  Willis . . . 

Beaumont,  Tex _ 

Texas  Rice  Land  Co . . 

. do . . 

E.  Bernard,  Tex. . 

El  Campo,  Tex _ 

Danbury,  Tex  . . 

D.  L.  Heckaman . . . 

Hamshire,  Tex _ 

L  Ranch  Co.  et  al . 

Ganado,  Tex . 

1,  054,  175 


$5, 369, 078. 30 


253, 179 
32,289 
23,648 
14,  537 
14,204 
13,  466 
14, 035 

12,  214 

13,  345 
12,  308 

9,799 
155,  754 


1,  331, 723.  65 
154,  007.  47 
106,  561. 17 
76,  210.  51 
75,  325.  23 
71.020.63 
68,  635. 05 
66, 950.  90 
61,  848.  95 
60,  283. 83 
51,  824.  43 
646, 379. 10 


88,264 
19,  879 
13, 105 
99,  111 
18, 104 
11,988 
17,  327 
16, 662 

13,  777 

14,  434 
10, 201 
21,  775 
16,  697 

15,  660 
15,  323 
14,  989 
13,  783 
11,539 
10,  452 
11,051 
12,  312 
12,  445 

9,804 

11,333 


353,  482.  25 
83,  888.  96 
53,  599.  45 
500,  772.  78 
88,  866.  52 
59,  288. 63 
83, 345.  95 
77,  466. 21 
66, 006.  80 
60, 181. 03 
52, 095. 96 
106,  822.  41 
85, 658. 78 
74, 147.26 
71,  777.  02 
69, 270. 96 
66,  509.  46 
63,  902.  48 
57,  988.  65 
56,  491.  90 
55,  773.  36 
51,  899.  74 
50,  694.  89 
50,  533.  98 


GRAIN  SORGHUM  (HUNDREDWEIGHT) 


40,  724 

$89, 185.  56 

J.  L.  Kidd,  Jr.... 

. do. . . 

31,  658 

69,  647. 16 

29'  792 

63,  456.  96 

26,  727 

58’,  800.  22 

24,  295 

53,  206. 02 

McNeal,  Ariz. . . 

22,  735 

50!  016.  34 

22,  947 

52, 090.  53 

Johnson,  Kans . 

63,  994 

108, 149.  86 

Carl  N.  Brollier . . 

Moscow,  Kans _ 

42,  061 

71,  503. 70 

39,  223 

71, 778.  24 

Clovis,  N.  Mex . . 

35,  501 

62, 127. 03 

56,  754 

120',  885.  67 

Palo  Alto  Farms _ 

Bishop,  Tex. . . 

48!  121 

102',  497. 47 

Hereford,  Tex . . 

56,  895 

99,  566.  25 

Jack  W.  Miller.. . 

45,  408 

79,  463. 86 

Salt  Creek  Ranch . . 

Refugio,  Tex _ 

36, 143 

74,815.70 

Howard  Bros . . . 

Dimmitt,  Tex._ . 

43,  665 

71,611.26 

V.  E.  Nichols . . 

Friona,  Tex . . . 

32,240 

52,  550.  55 

Rodney  Smith _ _ _ 

Hart,  Tex _ _ 

29,  610 

51,  818. 11 

H.  H.  Moore . . . . 

East  Bernard,  Tex _ 

24,639 

50,  509. 13 

Morton,  Tex _ _ 

30,000 

50, 100. 00 

SOYBEANS  (BUSHELS) 


Wesson  Farm,  Inc _ _ 

Victoria,  Ark . . 

98, 780 
86,  310 
57,363 
50,  727 

$203, 486.  80 
180,  633.  68 
120,  462. 89 
106,  526.  70 
105,  320.  46 

Armorel,  Ark _ 

R.  A.  Pickens  &  Sons,  Co . 

Pickens.  Ark _ 

Craighead  Rice  Milling  Co _ 

Jonesboro,  Ark . . 

50, 153 

D.  F.  Portis  _ _ _ 

Lepanto,  Ark . . 

49, 609 
45,  403 

103.  944.  87 

Wilson,  Ark _ 

95, 346.  34 
77, 436.  01 
71,  725.  08 
66,  037.  42 
55,  717.  21 
55,  530.  30 
54,  293.  73 

Vance  M.  Thompson . 

McCrory,  Ark _ _ 

36',  874 
34, 818 

C.  G.  Morgan . . 

Hughes,  Ark. . . 

Marion,  Ark. . 

32, 057 
27,113 
26,  443 

James  M.  Thomas. _ _ 

Leonard  Sitzer.- -  _  _ _ 

Weiner,  Ark. . . 

25',  854 
24, 114 

Middletown  Mills— Robert 

Burlington,  Iowa _ 

50;  398.  26 

Garrett. 

E.  B.  Gee _ _ 

145, 906 
33, 196 

307, 322. 61 
69, 893.  92 
68,  920.  65 
57,  926. 84 
56,  409.  57 

Wolf,  Mo  - . 

E.  E.  Jolly _ 

33',  295 

Hunter  Land,  Inc _ _ _ 

Bell  City,  Mo... . . 

27;  984 
27,251 

Ed  Marshall  &  Son . 

Charleston,  Mo . . 

26i  864 

55;  608.  48 

John  F.  Nutt  et  al _ 

Vista  del  Llano  Farms  et  al_— 

Raymond  Castanchoa  et  al _ 

Bias  Gorrindo,  Sr.,  et  al _ 

J.  C.  Boswell  Co _ 

Redfem  Ranches _ . _ 

Giffin  Inc.  et  al _ 

Frank  Lamb  et  al _ 

Hammonds  Ranch,  Inc _ 

Employees  Enterprise,  Inc _ 

J.  R.  Hammonds  Estate  et  al_. 

J.  M.  Monaghan... _ 

Sprague  Bros _ 

Iron  Mueller  Inc.  of  Colorado.. 

C.  V.  Cogburn _ 

Ben  Gay _ v _ 

Rooney  Farms _ 

Delford  L.  Bowman _ 

Tom  Bradbury _ 

Bernard  Neill  et  al _ 

Iler  P.  Anderson  &  Sons _ 

W.  T.  Wagner  &  Sons _ 

Lenard  Schritter _ 

Albert  Frahm _ 

Ellsworth  Sherman _ 

Wycoff  Bros _ 

Theis  Co _ _ _ 

Carl  N.  Brollier _ 

Jessie  Johns  etal _ 

Burkham  &  Glenn _ _ 

Wilber  White _ 

Harold  W.  Frasier _ 

Winter  Bros . . . 

Campbell  Farming  Corp . 

Sheffels  Farms,  Inc . . 

E.  G.  Onstad... _ 

V.  R.  Cazier  &  Sons _ 

Warren  Swenson _ 

Floyd  Warren,  Inc . . 

McNutt  Bros _ 

LeRoy  H.  Anderson _ _ 

Walter  Banks  &  Sons _ 

Hunsaker  Bros... . 

Millord  Colony,  Inc _ 

Sylvia  E.  Gruel  et  al . . 

Math.  Thieltges. . . 

Morrison  &  Quirk _ 

H.  B.  Wellnitz . 

John  Garrett,  Jr _ 

E.  E.  Dilse . . . 

L.  E.  Tilbert  etal _ 

John  D.  Kirschmann _ 

Walter  M.  Anderson _ _ 

Kasmos  &  Georgearas. . . 

Ralph  Crum _ 

Bafus  &  Sons _ 

McCanse  Graham  &  Kaufman. 

Chas.  Carlson _ _ 

B.  L.  Davis  Ranch,  Inc _ 

Coppinger  &  Son . . 

Key  Bros _ 

A.  C.  Lindsay . . , _ 

John  Proudfoot  &  L.  Gorger... 

O.  W.  Cutsforth . . 

Vlassenroot  A  Gilbert _ 

L.  S.  Glen  Thome... . 

F.  L.  Watkins  et  al _ , 

Archie  Harris _ 

Roy  Howard  &  Sons _ 

Cross  Ranch _ 

McCormmach  Bros _ 

W.  J.  Asmussen _ 

Dennis  L.  Anderson _ _ 

W.  T.  Waggoner  Trust  Estate. 

Perrin,  Perrin  &  Freeman . 

J.  W.  Huff . 

Ware  Farms... . 

Pan  Tech  Farms _ 

T.  C.  Harvey,  Jr . . 

Thomas  L.  Moran . . . 

Price  &  Price . . 

H.  H.  Hogue. . . 

Delmar  Durrett _ 

W.  T.  Smoot.. . . 

R.jS.  Holland . . 

J.  K.  Stump _ 1. 

Conrad  Williams.. . 

Thomas  L.  Moran _ _ 

Jap.  Wilson  &  Sons _ 

Horrigan  Farms  etal . . 

D.  Everett  Phillips . . 


Elroy,  Ariz _ 

Fierbaugh,  Calif . . 

McFarland,  Calif _ 

Lancaster,  Calif _ 

Los  Angeles,  Calif _ 

Dos  Palos,  Calif _ 

Huron,  Calif _ 

Meridan,  Calif _ 

Firebaugh,  Calif _ 

Huron,  Calif _ 

Firebaugh,  Calif _ 

Derby,  Colo _ _ 

Holyoke,  Colo _ 

Bird  City,  Kans.3 _ 

Walsh,  Colo . . . 

Brush,  Colo _ _ 

Garden  City,  Kans.3 _ 

Wray,  Colo _ 

Littleton,  Colo _ 

Springfield,  Colo _ 

Genoa,  Colo _ 

Lewiston,  Idaho _ 

Aberdeen,  Idaho _ 

Colby,  Kans _ 

Garden  City,  Kans _ 

Russell  Springs,  Kans... 

Dodge  City,  Kans . 

Moscow,  Kans _ 

Johnson,  Kans _ 

. do _ . _ _ 

Goodland,  Kans . 

Sharon  Springs,  Kans... 

Dodge  City,  Kans . 

Hardin,  Mont . . 

Great  Falls,  Mont _ 

Carter,  Mont _ — 

Toston,  Mont _ 

Cut  Bank,  Mont _ 

Hardin,  Mont _ 

Eugene,  Oreg.* _ 

Conrad,  Mont . 

_ do _ _ 

Toston,  Mont . — 

Augusta,  Mont . 

Great  Falls,  Mont _ 

Chester,  Mont . . 

Harvard,  Nebr _ 

Rushville,  Nebr _ 

Clovis,  N.  Mex . 

Scranton,  N.  Dak . 

Voss,  N.  Dak . ... 

Lemmon,  N.  Dak _ 

Tiupin,  Okla . 

Helix,  Oreg _ _ 

lone,  Oreg . . . . 

Cecil,  Oreg. . . 

North  Powder,  Oreg _ 

lone,  Oreg _ _ 

Adams,  Oreg _ _ 

Echo,  Oreg _ _ 

Milton  Freewater,  Oreg. 

Lexington,  Oreg . . 

lone,  Oreg _ 

Heppner,  Oreg... . . 

Pendleton,  Oreg . 

_ do _ _ 

Wasco,  Oreg . 

Touchet,  Oreg . . 

Milton  Freewater,  Oreg. 

Pendleton,  Oreg . . 

_ do _ _ 

Agar,  S.  Dak _ 

Onida,  S.  Dak _ 

Vernon,  Tex _ 

Hereford,  Tex . . 

Dumas,  Tex _ 

Dimmitt,  Tex _ ... 

Panhandle,  Tex _ 

Gruver,  Tex . . 

Dumas,  Tex _ 

Stratford,  Tex _ 

Dalhart,  Tex _ _ 

Amarillo,  Tex - 

. do _ _ 1... 

Perryton,  Tex . 

Waka,  Tex... . . 

Goodland,  Tex _ 

Dumas,  Tex _ 

Claude,  Tex _ _ 

Prosser,  Wash _ 

Lind,  Wash _ _ 


74,  221 
68,  330 
43, 906 
41,540 
38,  341 

30,  431 

32,  542 
27,  466 
27, 136 

31,  201 
25,  610 

103,  253 
52,  865 
44,625 
42, 853 

33,  649 
27, 388 

31. 157 

31,  235 
31,047 
29, 071 
49,  493 

34,  044 
54,  068 
52, 676 
41,358 
41,442 
38,396 
38,000 
35,238 
31, 360 
30,347 
28,244 

321,  916 
64, 784 
55,928 
55, 622 
51,  551 
44,915 
43, 087 
42,  831 
38, 380 
38, 128 
34, 942 

32,  554 
32,292 
40,000 
20,332 
45,000 
54,822 
33, 646 

32,  247 

35,  784 
93,430 
54,  970 
42,  914 

47,  365 
39,733 
38,  472 
37,566 

35. 158 
31, 101 
32,720 
32, 112 
35,005 
34,254 
30,029 
29,884 
31,  708 
28,946 
30,628 

48,  397 
27,  433 

132,  599 
95,  909 
65, 153 
46,  040 
40,991 
40, 219 
41,  567 
37,  321 
36, 954 

32. 158 

33,  998 
31,379 
24,  481 
27, 125 
30, 000 
26,  742 
92,  249 
69,099 


$103,  909. 12 
143, 141. 19 
91, 104.  81 
81,  833.  80 
74,  360. 18 
64, 818.  02 
63, 131.  48 

58,  462.  44 

57,  798.  96 
56,  500. 18 
54,  548. 03 

181,  066.  22 
87, 478.  40 
80,  771.  25 
76, 506.  70 

60,  231.  71 

59,  458. 05 
55, 147.  89 

64.661.25 

54,  642.  72 

50.874.25 
77, 559. 84 

61.901.20 
97, 322.  40 
95, 343.  56 
74, 857. 98 

71. 723. 20 
68, 343. 10 
67,  712.  20 

62. 723. 64 
56, 243. 74 
54, 013.  50 

61. 121.64 
515,265.20 
104, 063.  02 

89,  720.  21 
86, 875.  99 
82, 481. 60 
72, 635.  69 
68, 951.  20 
68, 608.  91 

61. 490. 16 

60,  785.  26 
55, 907.  20 
52,086.40 
51, 732.  03 
75, 800. 00 
52, 210. 96 
82, 350.  00 
96, 266.  72 
63,  254.  48 
58, 367.  07 
67,  894.  86 

153, 169.  41 
92,  709.  63 
83,  253.  47 
73,  962.  53 
72,  535.  42 
67,  242.  28 

61,  608.  78 

61,  420.  91 
59, 886. 27 
59,  550. 40 

58,  560. 30 

57. 312. 17 
56, 176.  86 

55,  318. 09 

52,  595.  84 

61,  993.  70 
50,  655.  50 

50,  229.  25 
88,  994.  20 

51,  299.  71 
321,  795. 00 
165,  593.  82 
112,  261.  73 

78,  26 '.44 
77,062.76 
75, 209.  53 
70, 192.  58 

62,  698.  73 

61.713. 18 
58,  609. 82 
58,  136. 02 

53,  657.  53 

52,  611.  48 
51,840.  45 
51, 300.  00 
50,  542.  41 

161,  894.  49 
117,  468. 15 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table, 
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1958  crop  price  support  commodity  loans  of  $50,000  or  more,  by  producer — Continued 


Producer 


Address 


Quantity 

pledged 


WHEAT  (BUSHELS)— continued  , 


Amount 


Producer 


Address 


Quantity 

pledged 


Amount 


wheat  (bushels)— continued 


Virgil  ■(.  Feezell - 

Edgar  W.  Smith  et  al-.- 

Tompkins  &  Sons _ 

L.  C.  Staley . 

Cecil  R.  Anderson - 

J.  G.  Peyton  Trust  et  al 

John  R.  Rea  et  al - 

R.  L.  Ferrell  et  al . 

Don  Damon . . 

Adolph  Timm  et  al _ 

Redman  Lasater . . 

Carl  Boyd . - . 

Higginbotham  Bros . 


Mabton,  Wash..-.. 
Lancaster,  Wash... 
Walla  Walla,  Wash 

Pullman,  Wash _ 

Walla  Walla,  Wash, 

Sprague,  Wash . 

Touchet,  Wash _ 

Pomeroy,  Wash.... 
Spokane,  Wash.... 
Harrington,  Wash. 

Prescott,  Wash _ 

Pullman,  Wash _ 

Hartline,  Wash - 


66, 002 
63,859 
62,  536 
60,610 
53,425 
51,547 
47,  277 
43,  593 
41,407 
42,  792 
40,418 

38,  725 

39,  083 


$115,798.20 
107.  849.  90 
106,  312.  37 
101,  754.  81 
87, 175.  57 
86,  482.  71 
82,  734.  75 
71,  056.  31 
69,  978. 00 
67,  610.  68 
66,  690.  41 
65, 283.  60 
62, 141.  25 


Washtucna,  Wash _ 

36, 489 

$61, 724.  63 

Walla  Walla,  Wash _ 

34,  005 

59,  508.  75 

Prosser,  Wash.  _  _ 

32, 190 

68,  382.  30 

Walla  Walla,  Wash . 

35,  527 

58, 096.  37 

Connell,  Wash _ 

35,  730 

58, 017.  27 

Amber,  Wash _ _ 

33, 622 

56, 148.  74 

Phoenix,  Ariz.s . . 

30,  952 

55,  404.  08 

35,000 

55, 159.  08 

Walla  Walla,  Wash _ 

30,  758 

53,  826.  50 

Pendleton,  Oreg.5 . 

33,  769 

53,  354.  75 

T  Xr  T  Ranch  _ 

Pomeroy,  Wash _ 

31,  281 

51,  300.  27 

Philip  Hoffman  et  al . - 

Eureka,  Wash., . 

30,819 

50, 235.  33 

1  Loan  was  made  on  rice  grown  in  Arkansas. 

2  Loan  was  made  on  soybeans  grown  in  Missouri. 

3  Loan  was  made  on  wheat  grown  in  Colorado. 


4  Loan  was  made  on  wheat  grown  in  Montana. 

4  Loan  was  made  on  wheat  grown  in  Washington. 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Smith], 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  the  effort  that  has  been  made  by 
the  conference  committee  to  keep  the 
provision  in  regard  to  price  support  loans 
from  being  completely  destructive  to 
American  agriculture. 

The  limitation  on  loans  as  originally 
passed  by  both  Houses  was  an  ill-con¬ 
ceived  attempt  to  remedy  a  situation 
that  has  been  the  subject  of  much  mis¬ 
informed  propaganda.  There  are  many 
faults  with  our  present  agriculture  sup¬ 
port  program,  but  certainly  the  basic 
idea  of  the  program,  to  provide  for  a 
system  of  orderly  marketing,  is  the 
greatest  assistance  the  Government  can 
render  the  farmer. 

The  conferees  have  done  as  much  as 
was  possible,  working  within  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  provisions  adopted  by  both 
Houses,  to  keep  the  orderly  marketing 
program  still  in  effect.  I  am  hopeful 
that  there  will  be  an  intelligent  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  provision  of  the  law  and 
that  its  administration  will  make  clear 
that  this  type  of  limitation  procedure  is 
neither  good  economy  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  nor  good  for  the  agricultural 
eoonomy. 

(Mr.  McGOVERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

SOUTH  DAKOTA  AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  conference  report  on 
the  bill  H.R.  7175  providing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

I  especially  want  to  urge  the  support 
of  the  House  for  two  worthwhile  re¬ 
search  projects  in  South  Dakota.  The 
legislation  before  us  includes  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $550,000  for  construction  of 
a  laboratory  and  auxiliary  buildings  at 
South  Dakota  State  College  to  conduct 
research  on  insects  affecting  corn  and 
other  grains.  This  fine  institution  lo¬ 
cated  at  Brookings,  S.  Dak.,  is  an  ideal 
center  for  essential  research  of  this 
nature. 


I  also  urge  support  for  the  provision 
of  $50,000  in  the  legislation  for  conduct¬ 
ing  research  on  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  in  eastern  South  Dakota.  This  is 
a  modest  investment  that  will  far  more 
than  pay  its  cost  in  the  form  of  agricul¬ 
tural  and  conservation  dividends. 

I  am  vitally  interested,  too,  in  the  con¬ 
tinuing  appropriations  for  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service.  I  urge  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  legislation  before  us. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  was  faced  with  a  dilemma 
here  in  working  out  language  on  an 
amendment  that  did  not  have  his  sup¬ 
port  originally.  • 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  this  method  of  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  still  does  not  have  my  support, 
though  I  have  done  my  best  to  bail  the 
situation  out. 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  had  the  definite  im¬ 
pression  the  gentleman  was  still  not  in 
support  of  this  limitation.  I  have  just 
gotten  to  the  floor;  has  the  gentleman 
given  us  a  synopsis  of  this  or,  if  not,  will 
he  do  so?  % 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  not  in  any 
great  detail.  But  what  we  have  done 
here,  in  line  with  the  House  provision,  is 
this;  The  limitation  applies  separately 
to  each  commodity.  Believing  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  proponents  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  on  the  House  side  was  to  limit  it 
to  those  commodities  in  surplus  supply, 
we  have  provided  that  it  apply  only  to 
those  commodities  designated  in  sur¬ 
plus  supply  by  the  Secretary. 

We  must  save  orderly  marketing.  We 
have  tried  to  do  that.  The  report  pro¬ 
vides  that  production  per  person  above 
$50,000  is  eligible  for  loans,  but  strictly 
on  a  repayment  basis.  However,  we  fur¬ 
ther  provide  that  if  a  producer  should 
cut  his  production  up  to  20  percent,  he 
would  be  exempt  from  the  $50,000  limi¬ 
tation.  The  reasoning  of  the  conferees 
on  that  is  that  if  a  part  of  the  produc¬ 
tion  were  not  eligible  and,  in  turn,  were 
forced  upon  the  market  it  would  de¬ 
press  the  market.  Because  the  domestic 
market  would  be  depressed,  it  would 


force  that  production  up  to  the  $50,000 
into  the  hands  of  the  Government  to  a 
greater  extent  that  is  true  now.  That 
would  have  been  the  result  under  the 
Senate  language.  As  we  saw  it,  then, 
it  was  essential  to  protect  against  that 
insofar  as  we  could  within  a  limitation 
and  protect  the  orderly  marketing  of 
production  per  person  in  excess  of  $50,- 
000.  That  is  about  what  we  have  done. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  the  Secretary 
would  have  to  designate  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  as  being  in  surplus  before  they 
would  come  under  this  limitation? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  AVERY.  They  would  not  auto¬ 
matically  come  under  this  limitation 
then? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No,  and  that  is  on 
the  theory  that  if  they  are  not  in  short 
supply,  the  Government  gets  its  money 
back  anyway. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Yes.  Did  I  further  un¬ 
derstand  the  gentleman  to  say  that  the 
limitation  of  $50,000  would  apply  so  far 
as  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
being  obligated  to  take  over  the  com¬ 
modity  and  any  loan  in  excess  of  $50,000 
would  be  required  to  be  repaid  within  a 
12-month  period  of  time? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Or  at  such  later  date 
as  the  Secretary  might  determine.  That 
will  give  the  Secretary  some  discretion 
so  as  not  to  force  the  commodity  on  the 
market,  if  in  his  judgment  he  thinks  it 
would  be  better  to  extend  the  time  for 
repayment  of  the  loan.  Of  course  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  1  gives  other 
rights.  ' 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  would  like  to  say  I 
do  not  think  this  is  as  good  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  it  was  when  it  left  the  House, 
but  it  is  much  better  than  it  was  a  year 

ago.  .  .. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  House  provision 
was  limited  to  $50,000  per  loan,  and  a 
man  could  get  as  many  loans  as  he 
might  wish  to,  and  things  of  that  sort. 
Being  against  the  amendment  in  its  en¬ 
tirety,  I  prefer  the  looser  language  of 
the  House,  but  we  were  faced  with  the 
necessities  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  AVERY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
permit  me  to  say,  that  would  be  a  matter 
of  interpretation.  But,  may  I  ask  the 
gentleman  just  one  more  question?  As 
to  what  crops  this  limitation  would  ap- 
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ply  and  I  ajn  referring  particularly  to 
the  calendar  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  beg  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  pardon,  I  did  not  exactly  catch 
the  gentleman’s  question. 

Mr.  AVERY.  It  would  apply  to  crops 
harvested  in  1960;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  AVERY.  So  that  would  apply  to 
the  wheat  crop  that  is  going  to  be 
planted  this  fall;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  the  crop  pro¬ 
duced  in  1960. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  is  in  1960,  but  it 
would  not  apply  to  the  com  crop  that  is 
now  planted  and  which  will  be  harvested 
in  1959 ;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  would  not. 

Mr.  AVERY.  And  that  is  so  even 
though  that  fiscal  year  of  1960  would 
have  commenced  by  that  time? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  just  what  was  done  in 
the  conference  with  respect  to  coopera¬ 
tives,  regarding  this  limitation  on  loans? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  For  cooperatives  and 
those  buyers  who  are  not  cooperatives 
but  are  marketing  agents  for  a  group  of 
producers,  which  primarily  has  to  do 
with  dairying,  with  respect  to  them  it  is 
provided  that  the  $50,000  limitation  does 
not  apply.  The  limitation  does  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  a  cooperative  as  such - 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  That  is  the  way  it 
should  be. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Or  to  a  person  who  is 
a  marketing  agent,  as  such.  But  it  does 
require  that  the  cooperative  and  the 
others,  in  effect,  pass  back  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual,  the  $50,000  limitation  in  line 
with  the  general  provisions  that  have  to 
do  with  the  other  products.  So  it  leaves 
the  cooperative  in  the  situation  where 
they  can  handle  commodities  for  a  large 
number  of  people  without  the  $50,000 
limitation,  but  the  people  themselves 
come  under  the  general  provision. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  For  example,  in  the 
handling  of  rice  and  cotton  it  is  done 
through  cooperatives.  Several  hundred 
farmers  are  members  of  cooperatives. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  amendment,  does 
the  provision  apply  to  the  individual 
farmer  or  the  cooperative  as  such? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  cooperative 
would  not  have  any  limitation  on  its 
total  loans  received.  But  the  coopera¬ 
tive  in  turn  would  have  to  see  that  the 
individual  members  of  the  cooperative 
would  be  covered  by  the  general  limita¬ 
tion  as  would  an  individual  who  went 
direct  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  He  and  his  committee  have  done 
a  commendable  job  on  a  difficult  ques¬ 
tion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  COMMUNICA¬ 
TIONS  AND  POWER  OF  THE  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  INTERSTATE  AND 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE 
Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Communications  and  Power 
of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  may  be  permitted  to  sit 
during  general  debate  for  the  rest  of  this 
week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1960 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  gentleman  from  New  Yorl 
Ir.  Taber]  will  demand  a  second  on  tl 
mcKion  to  suspend  the  rules  on  the  T< 
poraiw  Appropriations  Act  of  1960.  ^ow 
will  tl\e  time  for  debate  be  distijcuted 
under  tHp  circumstances? 

The  SPEAKER.  Twenty  mipfites  on  a 
side. 

Mr.  CANTON.  Mr.  Spealofr,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  nffes  and  paJs  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.J.  Res>439)  making  temporary 
appropriations  foe  theynscal  year  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes 
The  Clerk  read  t^(  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

Resolved  by  the  fenate^qxd  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  tip  United  &toites  of  America 
in  Congress  aspmbled,  ThaXthe  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  oi  any  money 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
and  out  q f  applicable  corporat<\  or  other 
revenues, Receipts,  and  funds,  for  Xie  sev¬ 
eral  departments,  agencies,  corporations, 
and  otjfer  organizational  units  of  thtp£ov- 
ernm^nt,  namely: 

S2c.  101.  (a)  (1)  Such  amounts  as  may've 
necessary  for  continuing  projects  or  activi 
es  (not  otherwise  specifically  provided  for 
n  this  joint  resolution)  which  were  con¬ 
ducted  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  and  for  which 
appropriations,  funds,  or  other  authority 
would  be  available  in  the  following  appro¬ 
priation  Acts  for  the  fiscal  year  1960: 

Legislative  Branch  Appropriation  Act; 

General  Government  Matters  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act; 

Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act; 

Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act; 

Department  of  Defense  Appropriation  Act; 

Department  of  Commerce  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriation  Act; 

Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  Appropriation  Act; 

Departments  of  State  and  Justice,  the 
Judiciary,  and  Related  Agencies  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act; 

District  of  Columbia  Appropriation  Act; 
and  the  Public  Works  Appropriation  Act. 

(2)  Appropriations  made  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  the  extent  and  in 
the  manner  which  would  be  provided  for 
by  the  pertinent  appropriation  Act. 

(3)  Whenever  the  amount  which  would 
be  made  available  or  the  authority  which 
would  be  granted  under  an  Act.  listed  in 
this  subsection  as  passed  by  the  House  is 


different  from  that  which  would  be  made 
available  or  granted  under  such  Act  is 
passed  by  the  Senate,  the  pertinent  project 
or  activity  shall  be  continued  unde  o' the 
lesser  amount  or  the  more  restrictive  author¬ 
ity- 

(4)  Whenever  an  Act  listed  in ythls  sub¬ 
section  has  been  passed  by  onlyyone  House 
or  where  an  item  is  included  /r\  only  one 
version  of  an  Act  as  passed  bv/both  Houses, 
the  pertinent  project  or  aocivity  shall  be 
continued  under  the  appropriation,  funds, 
or  authority  granted  by  the  one  House,  but 
at  a  rate  for  operational not  exceeding  the 
current  rate  or  the  rate  permitted  by  the 
action  of  the  one  Hojfse,  whichever  is  lower. 

(b)  Such  amouEfe  as  may  be  necessary 
for  continuing  p  injects  or  activities  which 
were  conducted  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  and 
listed  in  this  subsection  (1)  at  a  rate  for 
operations  notrin  excess  of  the  current  rate 
or  the  rate  orovided  for  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  whichever  is  lower,  or  (2)  if  no  budget 
estimate  lias  been  submitted  prior  to  June 
30,  1959^at  the  current  rate,  or  (3)  in  the 
amount  or  at  the  rate  specified  herein: 
Atomic  Energy  Commission; 
q>ort-Import  Bank; 

Administration,  Ryukyu  Islands; 

’National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin¬ 
istration; 

River  Basin  Study  Commission  for  South 
Carolina-Georgia-Alabama-Florida; 

River  Basin  Study  Commission  for  Texas; 

Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review 
Commission; 

Boston  National  Historic  Sites  Commis¬ 
sion; 

Office  of  Civil  and  Defense  Mobilization 
(civil  defense  and  defense  mobilization 
functions  performed  by  other  Federal 
agencies) ; 

Mutual  security  programs,  $200,000,000,  to 
be  expended  in  accordance  with  provisions 
of  law  applicable  to  such  programs  during 
the  fiscal  year  1959  and  at  a  rate  for  any 
individual  program  not  in  excess  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  rate  therefor:  Provided,  That  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  for  such  programs  shall 
not  exceed  the  current  rate; 

Department  of  Defense — military  con¬ 
struction,  Air  National  Guard;  and 

Transitional  grants  to  Alaska,  $1,000,000, 
to  be  expended  in  the  manner  which  would 
be  provided  for  in  the  budget  estimate  for 
the  fiscal  year  1960. 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  and  funds  made 
available  and  authority  granted  pursuant  to 
this  joint  resolution  shall  remain  available 
until  (a)  enactment  into  law  of  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  any  project  or  activity  provided 
in  this  joint  resolution,  or  (b)  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  applicable  appropriation  Act  by 
botPkHouses  without  any  provision  for  such 
project  or  activity,  or  (c)  July  31,  1959, 
whichtn^r  first  occurs. 

Sec.  198.  Appropriations  and  funds  made 
available  Sfcd  authority  granted  pursuant  to 
this  joint  r^olution  may  be  used  without 
regard  to  thXtime  limitations  set  forth  in 
subsection  (dX2)  of  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  StatutesWas  amended,  and  expendi¬ 
tures  therefrom  snail  be  charged  to  the  ap¬ 
plicable  appropriatXn,  fund,  or  authoriza¬ 
tion  whenever  a  bil^dn  which  such  appli¬ 
cable  appropriation,  fond,  or  authorization 
is  contained  is  enactedXito  law. 

Sec.  104.  No  appropriatmn  or  fund  made 
available  or  authority  graced  pursuant  to 
this  joint  resolution  shalX  be  used  to 
initiate  or  resume  any  project  or  activity 
which  was  not  being  conductec^luring  the 
fiscal  year  1959.  Appropriations  Xiade  and 
authority  granted  pursuant  to  thisXint  res¬ 
olution  shall  cover  all  obligations  orNexpen- 
ditures  incurred  for  any  project  or  activity 
during  the  period  for  which  funds  or  aunWr- 
ity  for  such  project  or  activity  are  avt%- 
able  under  this  joint  resolution. 
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Public  Law  86-80 
86th  Congress,  H.  R.  7175 
July  8,  1959 

AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  I960,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  Sates  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960; 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— REGULAR  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Ij  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating 
to  production,  utilization,  and  home  economics,  to  control  and  eradi¬ 
cate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection: 
Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  of  the  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further ,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further ,  That  ap¬ 
propriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the 
cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  lieadhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $3,750  or  4  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever 

'Agreater :  - . - 

Research :  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  economics,  and  related  re¬ 
search  and  services,  including  administration  of  payments  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations ;  $67,722,490 :  Provided ,  That  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  authorized  to  acquire  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  with¬ 
out  reimbursement  land  and  improvements  at  Orlando,  Florida,  to  be 
transferred  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended:  Provided  further ,  That  the  limita¬ 
tions  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  (a)  replacement  of  buildings 
needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24, 1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a),  or  (b) 
not  to  exceed  $2,939,000  for  the  construction  and  alteration  of  build¬ 
ings:  Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire 
by  donation  lands  necessary  for  the  construction  thereof; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and 
measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests 
and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspec¬ 
tion,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law, 
including  expenses  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947  (21 
U.S.C.  114b-d),  $49,800,600,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned 
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for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions; 

Meat  inspection :  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to 
Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  products,  and  the  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter, 
$21,324,900; 

Special  fund :  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work  at  re¬ 
search  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount 
appropriated  under  this  head  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  may  be  used  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  depart¬ 
mental  research  programs  in  the  fiscal  year  1960,  the  amount  so  used 
to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise 
available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  to 
agricultural  experiment  stations  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act 
proved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  administi^- 
tion  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  $31,053,708; 
and  payments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act,  the  Act  approved  August  14,  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623), 
$500,000;  in  all,  $31,553,708. 

Penalty  mail :  For  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment 
stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended,  $250,000. 

DISEASES  OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

Eradication  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  in  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuro¬ 
pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or 
European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  foot-and-  ! 
mouth  disease  and  rinderpest  programs  undertaken  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  F ebruary  28, 1947,  and  the  Act  of  May  29, 1884, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  391 ;  21  U.S.C.  111-122),  including  expenses  in 
accordance  with  section  2  of  said  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to 
the  bureaus,  corporations,  or  agencies  of  the  Department  such  sums 
as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  an  emergency  whi°h 
threatens  the  livestock  or  poultry  industry  of  the  country,  and  { 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred  amounts: 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  subject  to  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  contained  in  the  item  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Agricultural 
Research  Service”. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.S.C.  341—348),  and  the  i 
Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a),  $52,220,000;  and  payments 
and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204(b)-205  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624),  $1,495,000;  in 
all,  $53,715,000 :  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant 
to  section  3(c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
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State,  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum 
from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents :  For  cost  of  employer’s  share 
of  Federal  retirement  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $5,674,375. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $2,491,307. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  and 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a),  and  extension  aspects  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to 
coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of 
the  Department  and  the  several  States,  Territories,  and  insular  posses¬ 
sions,  $2,242,540. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 1926  (7  U.S.C. 
-451—457),  $615,800. 

_)  Soil  Conservation  Service 

conservation  operations 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and 
water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  sods;  dissemination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erection 
or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings ;  and  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft,  $82,322,000 :  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 
constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the 
same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall 
not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  ancl  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent  buddings 
costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount 
'vt  to  exceed  $500  per  budding :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of 
Af  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 
building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government :  Provided  further , 
That  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  wdiere  the  State  has  established  a  central 
l  State  agency  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  United 
States  or  any  of  its  agencies  on  policies  and  general  programs  for  the 
saving  of  its  soil  by  the  extension  of  Federal  aid  to  any  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  district  in  such  State,  the  agreements  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  with  any  such  soil  conservation  district  shall  have  the 
I  prior  approval  of  such  central  State  agency  before  they  shall  become 
effective  as  to  such  district:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this 
]  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  -and  water  conservation  opera¬ 
tions  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f  ),  in  dem¬ 
onstration  projects:  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000  may 
be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by 
i section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) :  Provided 
l  further.  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed 
at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 


67  Stat.  83. 

69  Stat.  683. 
60  Stat.  1087. 


44  Stat.  802. 


49  Stat.  163. 


73  Stat.  169. 

73  Stat.  170. 


Restrictions. 
49  Stat.  163. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 
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68  Stat.  666. 
49  Stat.  163. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


49  Stat.  1570. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


73  Stat.  170,. 

73  Stat.  171. 

53  Stat.  1418. 

54  Stat.  1119. 

64  Stat.  769. 


70  Stat.  1115. 


49  Stat.  1148. 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and  re¬ 
search  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing 
of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1007),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f ),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $22,750,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  may  be  used  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709),  as  amended  and  supple-^, 
mented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  t ( 
activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  in¬ 
cluding  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a), 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  $18,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Pro¬ 
vided ,  That  no  part  or  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of 
lands  in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific 
approval  of  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated. 


WATER  CONSERVATION  AND  UTILIZATION  PROJECTS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Department 
under  the  Acts  of  August  11,  1939,  and  October  14,  1940  (16  U.S.C. 
590y-z-10),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  June  28,  1949  (63  Stat. 
277) ,  and  September  6, 1950  (7  U.S.C.  1033-39) ,  relating  to  water  con¬ 
servation  and  utilization  projects,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$75,000,  which  sum  shall  be  merged  with  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  said  Department  for  the  purpose--  i 
of  said  Acts.  ( 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
August  7, 1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) ,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Agricultural  Conservation  Program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  sections  7  to  16,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  590g-590(o),  590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed  $6,- 
000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  dis- 

glays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
tates,  $241,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  program  of  soil- 
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building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under 
this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration  Appropriation  Act,  1959,  carried  out  during  the  period  72  stat.  192. 
July  1,  1958,  to  December  31,  1959,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $26,832,950  of  the  total  sum  provided  under  this  head  shall 
be  available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses 
for  carrj'ing  out  such  program,  the  cost  of  aerial  photographs,  how¬ 
ever,  not  to  be  charged  to  such  limitation  ;  but  not  more  than  $5,- 
424,200  shall  be  transferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  section  392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”:  52  stat.  69. 
Provided  further ,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  7  use  1392 . 
be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  em¬ 
ployees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  pre¬ 
clude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further ,  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1960  program  of  soil- 
building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  49  stat.  1148. 
^ministration,  and  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  16  use  590g- 
except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  590q . 
join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further ,  That 
no  change  shall  be  made  in  such  1960  program  which  will  have  the 
effect  in  any  county,  of  restricting  eligibility  requirements  or  cost- 
sharing  on  practices  included  in  either  the  1957  or  the  1958  programs, 
unless  such  change  shall  have  been  recommended  by  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee :  Provided  further ,  That 
the  proportion  of  the  State  fund  initially  allocated  to  any  county 
for  the  1960  program  shall  not  be  reduced  from  the  distribution  of 
such  fund  for  the  1958  program  year :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to 
exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  1960  agricultural  con-  73  stat.  171. 
servation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  73  stat.  172. 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  with¬ 
held  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  tech¬ 
nical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the 
recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
>ommittee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any 
Bher  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and 
under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further ,  That  for  the  1960  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulat¬ 
ing  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices  and  $1,000,- 
000  shall  be  available  for  conservation  practices  related  directly  to 
flood  prevention  work  in  approved  watersheds:  Provided  further., 

That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  ferti¬ 
lizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing 
services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  Restrictions, 
of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corpo¬ 
ration,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall 
be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel 
expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act 
entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved 
August  2, 1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  53  stat .  1147 . 
the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  5  use  118k  note, 
i  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  62  stat.  792. 


60  Stat.  1087. 
58  Stat.  742. 


73  Stat.  172. 

73  Stat.  173. 

42  Stat.  159} 
72  Stat.  1749. 
7  USC  181. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 

52  Stat.  36. 

60  Stat.  1088. 
7  USC  1622. 


60  Stat.  1089. 


60  Stat.  230. 
42  USC  1754. 
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use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services 
or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of 
Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by 
Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper 
official  channels. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service  to  improve 
and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627)  and  other  Taws,  including  the  administration  of  marketing 
regulatory  acts  connected  therewith :  Provided ,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but 
unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  building  shall 
not  exceed  $10,000,  except  for  two  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  irq^- 
proved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $20,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  alteriif 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,750  oi 
3  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater : 

Marketing  research  and  agricultural  estimates:  For  research  and 
development  relating  to  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  for 
analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  population,  and  demand 
for  farm  products,  and  for  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  $15,344,500 : 
Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and 
the  consumer :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing 
estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop ; 

Marketing  services :  For  services  relating  to  agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected  there¬ 
with,  including  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  amended  Sep¬ 
tember  2,  1958,  and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments 
to  States,  $26,072,600,  of  which  $15,000  shall  be  available  for  range 
and  feedlot  market  reporting  in  Colorado  and  adjacent  areas  and 
including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed 
$50  per  diem,  except  for  employment  in  rate  cases  at  not  to  exceed 
$100  per  diem  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  oT~ 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  i  __ 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section 
201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

payments  to  states,  territories,  and  possessions 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623(b)),  $1,195,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760),  $110,000,000:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assist¬ 
ance  under  section  5  of  said  Act :  Provided  further ,  That  $43,657,248 
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shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribu-  49  stat.  774. 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  7  use  612c. 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  42  usc  1755  • 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  includ¬ 
ing  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  68  stat.  908. 
1761-1768) ,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate 
activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural 
work,  including  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  representation  allowances  and 
for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3, 

1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766),  $3,518,300:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than 70  stat.  1034. 
$400,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and 
full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to 
\ve  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis :  Pro¬ 
ved  further ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $2,493,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  49  stat.  774. 
(7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall 
be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  said  section  32 :  Provided  further,  That, 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  $1,310,000  in  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  derived  from  sales  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  ge  stat.  455. 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  made  avail-  7  use  1701- 
able  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  be  available  for  expenses  1709. 
of  the  agricultural  attache  service  and  for  general  operating  expenses 
of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
section  104(a)  of  that  Act.  7  usc  1704. 


Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Vl  Stat.  173 . 
73  Stat.  174. 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 U.S.C.  l-17a), $909, 500.  49  stat.  1491. 


Soil  Bank  Program 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  70  stat.  191, 
1831-1837  and  1802-1814),  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  196. 
the  acreage  reserve  program,  $335,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $18,600,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses,  of 
which  not  less  than  $14,400,000  may  be  transferred  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  account  “Local  administration,  section  388,  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938”:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria-  52  stat.  68. 
tion  shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  with  producers  which,  together  7  usc  1388 . 
with  contracts  already  entered  into,  would  require  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  (including  the  cost  of  materials  and  services)  in  excess  of 
$375,000,000  in  any  calendar  year,  and  for  purposes  of  applying  this 
limitation,  practice  payments  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  first  year  of 
the  contract  period:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds 
shall  be  used  to  enter  into  contracts  to  pay  rental  compensation  to  any 
individual  or  corporation  in  excess  of  $5,000  per  annum:  Provided 
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further,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  . 
which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants:  Provided  \ 
further ,  That  clause  (2)  of  the  fourth  proviso  relating  to  annual  rental  '! 
payments  under  this  head  in  Public  Law  85-459  shall  not  be  applicable 
to  contracts  hereafter  entered  into:  Provided  further ,  That  (1)  no 
part  of  the  funds  authorized  for  1960  may  be  used  to  enter  into  annual 
rental  contracts  for  a  period  of  time  or  at  rates  or  in  amounts  which 
are  in  excess  of  limitations  imposed  by  present  regulations  or  | 
announcements,  (2)  in  establishing  annual  rental  rates  for  new  con¬ 
tracts,  no  such  rental  rate  shall  be  established  in  excess  of  the  local  || 
fair  rental  value  of  the  acreage  offered,  such  fair  rental  value  to  be 
based  upon  the  average  annual  crop  production  harvested  from  such 
acreage  during  the  past  five  crop  years  including  the  current  year, 
(3)  in  handling  funds  within  any  State,  first  consideration  shall  be 
given  to  those  applicants  who  were  not  offered  contracts  during  the 
1959  sign-up  due  to  limitation  of  funds,  and  (4)  in  the  allocation  of 
funds  and  administration  thereof,  the  Department  shall  not  allocate 
funds  on  any  basis  not  in  accord  with  the  purposes  as  set  forth  in 
basic  law.  (  J 


Commodity  Stabilization  Service 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUOTAS 


52  Stat.  38. 

7  USC  1392. 

73  Stat.  174. 

73  Stat.  175. 


61  Stat.  922. 


49  Stat.  1363. 


7  USC  907,  903. 


For  necessary  expenses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  acreage  allotment 
and  marketing  quota  programs  pursuant  to  provisions  of  title  III  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301- 
1393),  $39,135,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,886,300  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  appropriation  account  “Administrative  expenses,  section 
392,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938”. 

“SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $71,500,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided ,  That 
expenditures  (including  transfers)  from  this  appropriation  for  other 
than  payments  to  sugar  producers  shall  not  exceed  $2,297,426. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

OPERATING  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

For  operating  and  administrative  expenses,  $6,376,700. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as  follows: 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

F or  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  said 
Act,  as  follows :  Rural  electrification  program,  $136,000,000;  and  rural 
telephone  program,  $79,000,000 ;  and  additional  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$25,000,000  for  each  program,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the 
fiscal  year  1960  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious 
and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  program  and  rural 
telephone  program. 
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For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  58  stat.  742, 
19-44  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  60  stat.  810. 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $9,632,000. 

Farmers’  Home  Administration 


To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  II,  and  the  related 
provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1000-1031)  ;  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1001,  note;  31  U.S.C.  82h;  12  U.S.C.  371;  35 
D.C.  Code  535;  60  Stat.  1062-1080);  the  Act  of  July  30,  1946  (40 
U.S.C.  436-439)  ;  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590r-590x — 3),  for  the  development  of  facilities  for  water  storage 
and  utilization  in  the  arid  and  semiarid  areas  of  the  United  States; 
the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
-JJ.S.C.  1471-1483),  relating  to  financial  assistance  for  farm  housing; 
Jhe  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  May  3, 1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  the  items  “Loans  to  farmers, 
1948  flood  damage”  in  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948  (62  Stat.  1038),  and 
“Loans  to  farmers,  property  damage”  in  the  Act  of  May  24,  1949 
(63  Stat.  82)  ;  the  collecting  and  servicing  of  credit  sales  and  develop¬ 
ment  accounts  in  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  (53 
Stat.  685,  719),  as  amended  and  supplemented  (16  U.S.C.  590y,  z — 1 
and  z — 10) ;  and  the  Act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
convey  certain  mineral  interests,  approved  September  6,  1950  (7 
U.S.C.  1033-1039),  as  follows: 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  (including  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  and  taxes  under  sec¬ 
tion  50  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  and 
advances  incident  to  the  acquisition  and  preservation  of  security  of 
obligations  under  the  foregoing  several  authorities,  except  that  such 
advances  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall 
be  made  from  funds  obtained  under  section  511  of  that  Act,  as 
amended)  :  Title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $24,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$2,500,000  may  be  distributed  to  States  and  Territories  without  regard 
b  farm  population  and  prevalence  of  tenancy,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  otherwise  distributed  thereto,  for  loans  in  reclamation  projects 
and  to  entrymen  on  unpatented  public  lands ;  title  II  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $180,000,000;  the  Act  of  August 
28,  1937,  as  amended,  $2,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  the 
foregoing  several  amounts  shall  be  borrowed  in  one  account  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  set  forth 
under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act, 
1952:  Provided  further ,  That  an  additional  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$20,000,000,  may  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to 
the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  fiscal  year  1960  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct 
of  the  loan  programs  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  which  shall  be  available  for 
loans  under  title  I  and  section  43  of  title  IV  of  such  Act,  as  amended. 


50 

Stat 

.  522. 

60 

Stat 

.  711. 

50 

Stat 

.  869. 

16 

USC  ! 
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63 
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.  432. 
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.  98. 

53  Stat.  1418; 

54  Stat.  1119. 
64  Stat.  769. 
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73  Stat.  176. 


50  Stat.  531. 
7  USC  1024. 
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65  Stat.  225. 


50  Stat.  522. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  making,  servicing,  and  collecting  loans  and  insured  mortgages, 
the  servicing  and  collecting  of  loans  made  under  prior  authority,  the 
liquidation  of  assets  transferred  to  Farmers’  Home  Administration, 
and  other  administrative  expenses,  $30,744,750,  together  with  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  fees  and  administrative  expense 
charges  made  available  by  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  section  12  of 
60  stat.  1072.  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1005 

68  stat.  736.  (b)),  and  section  10(c)  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1937,  as  amended. 

16  USC  590x-3. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the 
use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $3,162,025. 


60  Stat.  237. 

73  Stat.  176,  / 

73  Stat.  177. 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  expenses 
of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission;  stationery,  sup¬ 
plies,  materials,  and  equipment;  freight,  express,  and  drayage 
charges;  advertising  of  bids,  communication  service,  postage,  wash¬ 
ing  towels,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies 
and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  prac¬ 
tical  and  efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,881,000: 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  appli¬ 
cable  appropirations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of 
hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
1001). 

- Office  of  Information- 


salaries  AND  EXPENSES 


34  Stat.  690. 


28  Stat.  612. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dissem¬ 
ination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  informa¬ 
tional  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Department, 
$1,431,665,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may 
be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an  equal  propor/' 
tion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the — 
addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and 
Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417)  and  not  less 
than  two  hundred  and  thirty-three  thousand  and  fifty  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual 
report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as 
authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12_,  1895  (44  U.S.C. 
241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits 
by  the  Department,  not  exceeding  a  total  of  $10,000  may  be  used  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  dues  for  library  membership  in 
societies  or  associations  which  issue  publications  to  members  only  or 
at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to  subscribers  who  are  not  members, 
$900,000. 

TITLE  II— CORPORATIONS 


The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
1960  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 


Not  to  exceed  $2,330,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 


RESTORATION  OF  CAPITAL  IMPAIRMENT 

To  restore  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  determined  by  the  appraisal  of  June  30,  1958,  pursuant  to 
section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  7l3a-l), 
$1,435,424,413. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any 
program  authorized  by  law :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $42,000,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation : 
Provided  further ,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 

\ovided  further ,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts 
and  at  such  time  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  opera¬ 
tions:  Provided  further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal 
and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition, 
operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or 
personal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an 
interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof : 
Provided  further ,  (1)  That  no  part  of  this  authorization  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960  under 
which  a  total  amount  of  price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be 
extended  through  loans,  purchases,  or  purchase  agreements  made  or 
made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person  on 
the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  commodity  declared  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  in  surplus  supply,  unless  (a)  such  person  shall  reduce 
his  production  of  such  commodity  from  that  which  such  person  pro- 


61  Stat.  584. 
31  USC  849. 


52  Stat.  107. 


73  Stat.  177, 

73  Stat.  178. 


31  USC  665. 


Pub.  Law  86-80 


-12- 


July  8,  1959 


duced  the  preceding  year,  in  such  percentage,  not  to  exceed  20  per 
centum,  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  essential  to  bring  pro¬ 
duction  in  line  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  with  that  necessary 
to  provide  an  adequate  supply  to  meet  domestic  and  foreign  demands, 
plus  adequate  reserves,  or  (b)  such  person  shall  agree  to  repay  all 
amounts  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  for  any  agricultural  commodity 
within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  advance  of  such  funds  or 
at  such  later  date  as  the  Secretary  may  determine,  (2)  that  the  term 
“person”  shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  com¬ 
pany,  corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a 
State,  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof,  (3)  that 
in  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing 
organization,  or  with  regard  to  price  support  on  an  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  extended  by  purchases  of  a  product  of  such  commodity  from, 
or  by  loans  on  such  product  to,  persons  other  than  the  producers  of 
such  commodity,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of 
price  support  received  by  the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  or 
other  persons,  but  the  amount  of  price  support  made  available  to  any 
person  through  such  cooperative  marketing  organization  or  othe*- 
persons  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price  suppd 
received  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation,  and  (4)  thaT 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such 
rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  carry  out  this  provision. 


63  Stat.  945. 


68  Stat.  457. 
73  Stat.  178. 
73  Stat.  179. 
68  Stat.  455. 

70  Stat.  492. 


70  Stat.  200. 


72  Stat.  189. 

65  Stat.  239. 
50  Stat.  62; 
49  Stat.  732. 


REIMBURSEMENT  TO  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR  COSTS  OF  SPECIAL 

ACTIVITIES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  authorized  un¬ 
recovered  costs  through  June  30, 1959  (including  interest  through  date 
of  recovery),  as  follows:  (1)  $63,875,000  under  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ; 
(2)  $104,508,000  for  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 
relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Act  of  July  10, 
1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1703, 1721-1724) ;  (3)  $968,016,000  for  the 
sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  pur- 
suant  to  title  I  of  the  Act  of  July  10,  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709)  ;  (4)  $35,000  for  grain  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  prevent  crop  damage  by  migratory  waterfowl  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Act  of  July  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  442-446)  ;  (5)  $129,000,000 
for  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  coin*, 
modities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpjT 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856  p* 
(6)  $1,056,500  for  transfers  to  the  appropriation  “Diseases  of  animals 
and  poultry”  pursuant  to  authority  contained  under  such  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1959 ;  and  (7)  $1,607,000  for  transfers  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  “Marketing  research  and  service”  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August 
31, 1951  (7  U.S.C.  414a),  for  grading  tobacco  and  classing  cotton  with¬ 
out  charge  to  producers,  as  authorized  by  law  (7  U.S.C.  473a,  Slid). 


TITLE  III— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration 

Not  to  exceed  $2,125,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. 
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Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 

The  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation  is  authorized  to  make 
such  expenditures,  within  available  funds  and  in  accordance  with 
law,  as  may  be  necessary  to  liquidate  its  assets :  Provided ,  That  funds 
realized  from  the  liquidation  of  assets  which  are  determined  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  to  be  in  excess  of  the  requirements  for  expenses 
of  liquidation  shall  be  declared  as  dividends  which  shall  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  four  hundred  and  twenty-five  passenger  motor 
vehicles,  of  which  four  hundred  and  twenty-three  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  402.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ- 
f'ent  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
‘  Jr  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  403.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  September  1, 1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131) . 

Sec.  404.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or 
any  division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be 
issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  405.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is 
available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be[ 
expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or 
materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the 
Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 
August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427, 
1621-1629;  72  Stat.  1793) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  407.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  or  of 
.ne  funds  available  for  expenditure  by  any  corporation  or  agency 
included  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes 
to  support  or  defeat  legislation  pending  before  the  Congress. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  Appropriation  Act,  1960”. 

Approved  July  8,  1959. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  28,  1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Stennis  to  the  bill  (H.E. 
7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  At  the  end  of  item  (1)  of  the  last  proviso  in  the  item 

2  “Limitation  on  Administrative  Expenses,  Commodity  Credit 

3  Corporations”,  insert  the  following:  “without  providing 

4  (notwithstanding  section  405  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

5  1949  as  amended)  for  the  full  repayment  of  all  amounts 

6  advanced  in  excess  of  $50,000  plus  interest  thereon  in  any 

7  marketing  year”. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  3 1 7 

H.  R.  7175 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  tlie  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Cooper  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

2  On  page  17,  line  16,  after  the  parenthesis  and  comma, 

3  strike  out:  “$3,518,300”  and  insert:  “$4,268,300”. 

4  On  page  18,  line  3,  after  the  word  “of”  strike  out: 

5  “$1,310,000”  and  insert  “$560,000”. 
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AMENDMENTS 


86th  CONGEESS  If  ¥> 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  3 1 7 

.  7175 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  O’Mahoney  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  15,  line  24,  insert  after  the  word  “therewith”, 

2  insert  a  comma  and  the  following:  “including  the  Packers 

3  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  amended  September  2,  1958  . 

4  On  page  15,  line  25,  strike  out  “$26,306,600”  and  in- 

5  sert  in'  lieu  thereof  “$26,426,600”. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  317 

H.  R.  7175 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Douglas  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Humphrey)  to  the  bill  (H.  H.  7175)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  30,  line  10,  strike  out  the  period  at  the  end 

2  thereof  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following: 

3  “ Provided ,  That  no  funds  or  stocks  of  the  Commodity  Credit 

4  Corporation  shall  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 

5  price  support  operations  for  any  crop  planted  after  January 

6  1,  1960,  for  which  the  Secretary  has  failed  to  provide  acreage 

7  allotments,  production  goals,  and  marketing  practices  pur- 

8  suant  to  section  401  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

9  amended.” 
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Calendar  No.  31 7 

86th CONGRESS  ¥  ¥  O  71  '7C 
1st  Session  f\.  /I/O 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Jtjne  1, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 


Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to 
the  bill  (H.  R,  7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  pur¬ 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


poses,  viz:  At  the  appropriate  place  add  the  following  new 
section : 

gEC>  _  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 
amended  effective  beginning  with  1960  production  by  in¬ 
serting  after  section  420  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  421.  The  total  amount  of  price  support  extended 
to  any  person  on  any  year’s  production  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made  available 
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by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  or  other  agency  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $35,000.  The  term  ‘person’  shall  mean  any  individual, 
partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation,  associa¬ 
tion,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity  or  a  State,  political 
subdivision  of  a  State,  or  an  agency  thereof.  The  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  assure  a  fair  and  effective  application  of  such 
limitation,  and  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation. 

“In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a  coop¬ 
erative  marketing  organization  the  limitation  of  $35,000 
shall  not  apply  to  the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to 
the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization  shall  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  amount  of  price  support  extended  to  such 
person  for  the  purpose  of  applying  such  limitation.” 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  3 1 7 

H.  R.  7175 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Douglas  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Neuberger)  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  20,-  line  6,  strike  out  the  figure  “$39,  135,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$28,135,000”. 

3  On  page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  the  figure  “$1,431,665” 

4  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$1,269,665”. 
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86th  CONGKESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  3 1 7 

H.  R.  7175 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1959 
Ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  12,  line  15,  strike  out  the  figure  “$250,000,- 

2  000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,000,000”. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  3 1 7 

H.  R.  7175 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

V  June  2, 1959 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  7175)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  viz: 

1  On  page  19,  line  6,  strike  out  the  figure  “$450,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$325,000,000”. 
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